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HEARTS OF OAK BENEFIT SOCIETY, 


17, CHARLOTTE STREET, FITZROY SQUARE, W. 
Established 1842. 


Income for 1894 £432,000 


Accumulated Funds i - £1,508,000 
Amount paid for Claims since establishment . . about £3,640,000 
THE SOCIETY IS PREPARED TO INVEST on THE SECURITY OF 
MORTGAGE OF FREEHOLD PROPERTIES, AND IN MUNICIPAL AND 
OTHER LOANS, ALSO IN THE PURCHASE OF FREEHOLD GROUND- 
RENTS. 
Particulars to be sent to THOS. W. GALLOWAY, Secretary. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS. 
In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 








+. 
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FREE, 
SIMPLE, 





TOTAL ASSETS, /2,881,000. INCOME, £334,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 
Assurances in force, TEN MILLIONS. 





TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY. 
The Hon, Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
The Right Hon. Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C., D.C.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, a. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Ir sete now settled that Lord Justice Kay will not resume 
his judicial duties until the next sittings, it is to be expected 
that Lord Hatssury a, subject to other engagements, 
to assist in Court of peal No. 2, ee ae to the 
preven, in, bon rdaing and useful service in the 

is 


of Chancery final a 

Mr. Justice Kexewicn is following up his plan of disposing 
of witness actions with the greatest possible rapidity consistent 
tere efficiency. During next week he will hear witness actions 
day, and Mr. Justice Srrrzive will undertake the hearing 
of Mr. Justice Kexewicn’s og ae none we Should the 
latter learned judge persevere in course, ur remaining 
weeks of the present sittings will produce a considerable reduc- 

tion in his list of witness actions. 








lor v. Sater elsewhere), in Court of 
ms guste as to the duty of a solicitor 
regard to the filing of an affidavit. An affidavit which had 
not been filed had been used upon an i 

after the application had been i 
of filing the affidavit, allowed his client to — it se ane it 
hoy the spon that it had been og ma ; 
6 Opposite a ore t 


In THE caszE of 


party for 


‘ - ' 0 Sn Eo its 
ne matter in 1 controversy had been com 


ahak "But Lord Justice Luvptey said that it t rg SP 
understood tha when the overt gone on 





Onz or the recently published Rules of the Supreme Court, 
comprising additions ier agg” N., seems at first sight some- 
thing of a Chinese pu The rule runs: ‘‘ The wing 
additions to Appendix N. of the Rules of th the Supreme Court, 
1883, shall be made.” Then follow the three tions referred 
to, numbered ively ‘72a, 82a, and 130.” When we 
turn to Ap ix I, of the vuln at iano We-aue Onl Go 
puzzle to altel, ee 
moe es 724 por her and the ver os te Be 
and 82 ne would na su —_ - 
new allowance, No. 72a, the Rafe Committee ee 
follow No. 72. But Appendix N. pends xp 
contain any No. 72, nor, indeed, pe number aie 
the various allowances of that appendix ever been numbered by 
any subsequent rule or enactment. The wen puzzle, however, is not 
— insoluble, for, on turning to the Annual Practice, we fiud 

t in Appendix N., as there printed, allowance is 
separately numbered, and that the newly 


. 31 | above referred to fit into the places indicated 


It is an undoubted com to aa 
Book that the Rule ype 2 
their arrangement of A: 

evident belief that it was 
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to each fee or allowance are not in the appendix as issued, but 
have been added for convenience of reference.” 





In THE course of the interesting discussion in the House of 
Commons on Tuesday with reference to the change in the 
=— and remuneration of the law officers, Sir Epwarp 

strongly urged an important consideration to which we 
drew attention at the time the change was made—viz., that the 
necessary result of the Attorney-General being seldom seen in 
the courts, and seldom brought into contact with his brethren, 
will be that he will no longer be the head and recognized leader 
of the bar. His functions in that capacity are of great import- 
ance to the bar, and hardly less so to solicitors. He has 
accorded to him the prerogative of settling all questions of 
etiquette and practice aiectine the bar, and large. proportion 
of naa questions concern the relations between barristers and 
solicitors. There is the utmost advantage in having such an 
arbiter, but the respect for and confidence in his decisions which 
prevailed before the recent change was made depended mainly 
on the fact that the Attorney-General was in touch with 
the profession, had the widest range of practice of any member 
of the bar, and therefore had the best means of ascertaining the 
eral views and circumstances of each branch. Let the 
ttorney-General become a mere Government official, appearing 
re os Government cases or in the supreme courts of appeal, 
and the confidence in his decisions will be greatly shaken. The 
present Attorney-General had very little to say in reply as to 
this matter. ith regard to the financial results of the change, 
Sir Epwarp Cxarkz had no difficulty in shewing that there was 
@ loss to the public. The aggregate present salaries of the law 
officers and their clerks, including the allowances in connection 
with the Patents Office, were stated by Sir Epwarp CLarke at 
£20,500, a larger sum than the income of their predecessors in 
office. There were, moreover, items amounting to £15,000 for 
agents’ fees, counsel’s fees, and other expenses in certain pro- 
secutions and proceedings. It is satisfactory to learn from Sir 
Epwagp Cuarke that the arrangement is not considered one by 
which a new Government will be bound. 








. . Some rnGEn10vs Person has recently discovered a method—not, 
indeed, of driving a coach and six through an Act of Parlia- 
ment—but of doing that which is, perhaps, even more difficult 
—viz., circumventing a series of recent decisions of the Court 
of Appeal, and, strange to say, this process has now been 
stam with the approval of that court itself. The process, 
like the work of all great inventors, is an extremely simple one, 
so simple, indeed, that one cannot but be surprised that the 
pa had not been made before. The process may be 
shortly described as the defeating of a technicality by means of 
a technicality. Those of our readers who are familiar with 
bankruptcy proceedings will remember that sub-section 1 (g) of 
section 4 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, empowers a creditor 
who has obtained a ‘‘final judgment” for any amount to serve 
a bankruptcy notice in respect of it upon his debtor, with the 
object of compelling him to pay the debt or to commit an act of 


bankruptcy. Bya series of cases in the Court of Appeal, of 
which te Chinery (12 Q. B. D. 342) is one of the 
earliest, an instead (1893, 1 Q. B. 199) is one of the most 


recent, it has been established that, however final an order f 

the ment of money may be, if it be not in the strictest 
techinical senso of the ¢ word_ a" judgment” a bankrupt oy 
notice cannot be founded upon it. The reason for these deci- 
‘Bons appears to be that any provision which tends to make a man 
a bankrupt is of a quasi-penal nature, and must therefore be 
construed with the aunt strictness. Now, in Re Boyd, heard 
by the Court of Appeal on Friday in last week, an action in the 
Queen’s Bench Division had been dismissed, with costs, and the 
; intiff gave notice of appeal. The defendant applied in the 
E mg Vacation to Lord Russet, 0.J., as a judge of the Oourt 
: was ordered to give security. Alter the vacation he 
a applied to the Court of Appeal, under section 52 of the Judi- 
% cature Act, 1873, to discharge the order for security. His 
application was refused, and he was ordered to pay the defend- 
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ant’s costs. The costs were taxed, and the defendant attempted 





° ° . soe 8 f 
to issue a bankru notice against the plaintiff in ct &@ . 
the taxed Scout’ bes he se se by the difficulty that he had = 
obtained only an interlocutory order for the payment of the costs, i 
not a “final judgment.” What was to be done? The costs st 
were clearly due, but how was the debtor to be compelled to in { 
pay them ? con 
) pee 
Now HERE comes in the ingenuity of our inventor. Another ima 
writ in the Queen’s Bench Division was issued by the de- by. 
fendant against the plaintiff for the taxed amount. The ie 
debtor clearly no defence to the action, and he did not ed 
appear to the writ; judgment went against him for default of he | 
appearance, and the original defendant was thus in possession D. 1 
pt ‘final judgment ” in an action for the taxed costs due under tral 
the order of the Court of a. He forthwith issued a bank- 
ruptcy notice against his debtor for the P mags ove debt ; but his 
difficulties were not yet at an end. The debtor induced the T 
registrar to set aside the bankruptcy notice, on the ground that trus 
the judgment for the costs Was not a judgment” within - Sele 
sub-section 1 (g). In so holding the registrar acted upon a amo 
dictum of Cave, J., in Re Shirley (58 L. T. N. 8. 237), to the diffi 
effect that, as a bankruptcy notice cannot be founded upon an the 
interlocutory order for the payment of costs, the creditor cannot We 
be allowed to evade this rule by the device of bringing an action defa 
upon the order and then obtaining a judgment for the amount. advc 


Our ingenious inventor was not to be thus baffled. He pro- 
ceeded to the Court of Appeal, and there his ingenuity was 
rewarded with complete success. The court held that a “ final 
judgment” is a “ judgment”; that it was perfectly le 

to bring an action upon the order for costs; and that, so long as 
the judgment stood, if would support a bankruptcy notice ; and 
they accordingly restored the notice. This conclusion accords 
with our ideas of justice, and it is satisfactory to find that it has 
been arrived at. But it strikes us that it would have been 
more consistent with the dignity of the Legislature if, as soon 
as the above very strict construction of the words ‘‘ final judg- 
ment’ in sub-section 1 (g) was adopted, they had amended that 
section, so as to make it clearly apply to a debt finally estab- 
lished, even though it was not established by a “‘ judgment ” in 
the strictest technical sense. In the present days, however, we 
can hardly expect the Legislature to be ready to deal at once 
with matters of such ordinary practical utility, and we may 
therefore congratulate ourselves on the fact that the ingenuity 
of our profession has discovered another way of surmounting 
the difficulty. 











THE LETTER from our correspondent ‘“C.,” which we print 
elsewhere, raises an interesting question as to the right of 9 
ing sub-lessee to retain out of the rent payable by to 


































— : actua 
is immedi f rent which he has paid toa a 
superior lessor. The right to make this retention was estab- ae 
by Sapsford v. Fletcher (4 T. R. 511), where it was held wane 
that, in an avowry for rent, the tenant might plead payment of all we 
2 a Ping : “ 1 gard ne 
immediate lessor’s contention that, though the ground-rent was ad 
the first charge on the land, he was to receive the whole of the called 
improved rent without making any deduction for the ground- saoah 
rent, Lord Kenyon, ©.J., said a more unconscientious proposi- aoe 
tion was never stated in a court of justice. And the same or igi 
inciple applies with respect to an ment constituting saaies 
: ‘“Zamira (6 Taunt. ° P: = 
sie a case is a plea of payment (Johnson v. Jones, 9 7 
A. & E. 809), and the plea is although the ymen exent 
was not made under a threat—o a 4 entor 
peri may give tim the occupying truste 
tenant is always liable to distress: . Car y 
: m Vv. Opp » at p. 198) it was said publi 
that Sapsford v. Fletcher, Taylor v. Zamira, and Carter ¥. troub’ 
‘arter established the proposition that a tenant who has been 
compelled by a superior landlord, or other incumbrancer having —__ 
a title paramount to that of his immediate landlord, to pay sums — W: 
due for ground-rent or other like charges, may treat such pay- suade 
ment as having been made in satisfaction, or part satisfaction, — Femed 











‘Select Committee on Trust Administration, does not seem to 


Relieve trustees of the special risks to which they are exposed 
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of rent due to his immediate landlord. Hence it is, in strictness, ! property in the contract, so as to make (.’s interference 
power for the | an 


unnecessary to insert in a sub-lease an — 
sub-lessee to pay the head-rent and deduct the amount from his 
own rent, although, as our correspondent points out, a clause | 
conferring such a power is given in the books. And though, 
in the case he puts, D. has an express power to deduct frum 
rent due to O. any rent paid to B., he may also deduct any rent | 


action ( v. 2 E. & B., p 247). The 
, paid to A. The express power in the one case would not, wo | must bo et £2 i as it ban by 
‘ imagine, be held to exclude in the other case the power conferred 


by law. If this view is correct, D. appears to be sufficiently 

rotected both against A.and B. If he pays A. £25, he will 
Feduct this from his own rent of £30. If B. then claims £60, 
he must first allow a deduction of £25, and, to cover the rest, 
D. bas the remaining £5 of his own rent and his power to dis- 
train on the other premises included in the sub-lease to O. 





Tu Lorp Cuancettor’s indictment of the system of oteiaal 
trusts, as unfolded in his evidence before the House of Commons 


amount to very much. On the contrary, it shewed the serious 
difficulties attending any attempt to transfer to a public official 
the varied and responsible duties now performed by trustees. 
We do not need to be told that there are from time to time 
defaulting trustees. This is the one solid argument which the 
advocates of the change have at their command. At the same 
time there is a risk of exaggerating the dan to beneficiaries 
from this cause. Lord Henscueti says t the number of 
breaches of trust which never come to light is no doubt enor- 
mous. This is merely an idle speculation until some grounds 
for the opinion are given. Our own view is that the private 
trustee is not so black as he is painted. It is quite the excep- 
tion when trust funds are not honestly administered. Apart 
from the risk of loss by default, the attack seems to be limited 
to the two points that trustees are hard to get, and that, when 
you have got them, they are hard to dismies. The Lord Chan- 
cellor himself su ts the remedy for the first objection. 


—make them responsible only for failure to act with ordinary 
prudence and care—and the difficulty—assuming that it exists, 
and we have our doubts on the matter—will disappear. And as 
to the other, it might be met by making a trustee removable 
without recourse to an action. Let this be done on summons 
and there will be less expense and delay, while the removal 
will not necessarily involve a slur on the trustee’s character. 
The objection that the trust estate is sometimes wasted in 
administration proceedings—in inquiries and so forth-—is of 
course beside the mark. The expense would not be less if 
the control of the proceedings was vested in an official. When, 
on the other hand, Lord Hxzrscuet, was questioned on the 
actual exercise of discretionary power by trustees, his answers 
were not unfavourable to the trustees, while, as to the manage- 
ment of trusts involving any special oversight or care, he was 
bound to admit the incompetency of a public department. It is 
all very well to say that special cases, such as the carrying on of 
the business of a testator, and the management of land, shall be 
excluded ; but if the public trustee is useless so soon as he is 
called upon to act with discrimination and intelligence, it is 
surely better to keep clear of him altogether. The fact is, that 
the whole attack on the private trustee rests upon forgetfulness 
or ignorance of the active side of a trustee’s duties. He is a 
custodian of funds, and in this capacity he sometimes fails. A 
public department would be safer, and would also, as is 
mageeeied y Mr. Kuvwser’s quentaning of the Lord Chancellor, 
offer unlimited assets, of course out of the public funds, in the 
event of such a liability as calls upon having to be 
enforced. But in the performance of the active duties of a 
trustee, his management of the estate, and his decisions with 
se te to matters affecting the welfare of the beneficiaries, no 
public department could replace him without continual expense, 
trouble, and annoyance. 


Were Tuere is a contract between A. and B., and O. per- 
suades B, to commit a breach of it, A. may or not have a 


! . 





us to trespass, and actionable merely as an infringement 
of a right of property without proof of i 


. And 
even special damage is not enough. A. may suffer loss by O.’s 
Saeeliceebe, yet, 11 0. acted from disinterested motives, as it Me : Lestel 
desired to save B. from some risk, there will be no cause of . + 





















































HER, @v, 
BRETT, 1.J., in Bowen v. Hall (29 W. R. 367, 6 Q. B. D, 833), en 
it must be for the indirect pu of injuring A., or of t- 

ing ©, a emperton Vv. Russell ( 1m 7 












565; 1893, 1 Q. B. principle was enc 0 support an 
action against officials of a trade union who, for the purpose of 
enforcing the behests of the union, procured a breach of con- 
tracts entered into with the plaintiff. But the plaintiff had also 
[ been prevented from entering into fresh and to sup- 
port this of his case he successfully, on the 
conspiracy of the defendants, A further feng as to interfer. nce 
'b e unions has now been decided by Kunnepy, J, in 
lood and Taylor v. Jackson, Knight, and Allen, The plaintiffs were + 
ordinar ship wrightfr GF Gorkess ta-S00d, in the employrent /4 
of the Glengall Iron Oo., but without any contract, beiog li 
to instant dismissal, The defendant Attzn, to whom alone 
is necessary for the present to refer, was the secre- a 
tary of a trade union, the members of which were workers 
in iron, and objected to the t of the plaintiffs 
by the company. ALLEN; in an interview with the manag 
equired that they should be discharged, ; 
he action was brought to recover damages for the inter re 
Since there were no contracts between the plaintiffs and the 
company, the first part of the decision in Zemperion v, Russell 
did not apply ; and since there was no evidence of conspiracy, 


the sana pert was equally unavailable. But the ju si 
plaintifis b ing th 
















note” 




















in their favour on a wider rinciple 
cient in Bowen v. Hall and Zemperton v. Russell, “He that TA 
hinders another in his trade or livelihood is liable to an Ks 

10 


or so hindering him, T, Ud., in i. 
(It East, aTin and whatever 














Samed oly fond 
generality of this Zictum—as prohi or instance, - 
tion in trade—is removed in pms: like the present, where the 
hindrance is malicious. To determine when the hindrance is 
malicious it is Wsefal to refer to the Bi oe of Bowzy, L.J., Jhe 


in the Mogul case (37 W. R. 756, 23 Q. B. D, 598): “ - 
Dy to &6 Thee which is calonlated to the codls tte Nog G 
0 damage, and Which Goes, 1M Tact, damage, another tr 


Such intentional action when done 
without just cause or excuse is what the law calls a maliciena tt 
wrong.” And there is clearly no just cause or excuse for inter- 
ference with another man in his calling when the immediate 
amigas to injure that other, or restrict him in the free exercise 
of his calling, although the ultimate result may be for the 
s that the law 

on 
















benefit of the person interfering. 
uite sufficient to cope with the 
appli e unions. 
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WE po nor recollect at the present moment a-decision ia any 
patent cause célébre which was more clearly right than that 
which the House of Lords, affirming the judgments of Mr. 
Justice Romer and the Court of Ap ronounced last week in 
the case of Nobel's Explosives Co. v. Anderson. One has only to 
state the fucts in simple in order to perceive the justice 
of their observations. istite is an explosive compound of 
soluble nitro-cellulose ine. ite is a substance 
composed of insoluble and glycerine. The 
patentee of the former limited his claim to the soluble form; 
moreover, at the date of the patent, insoluble nitro-cellulose was 
not believed te be sagan of use in the manufacture of such 
substances as ballistite owing to its violently explosive 
and the fact that nitro-g searcely acted upon it as @ 
solvent. The inventors of cordite overcame ‘these difficulties. 
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remedy against OC. Tho law does not regard as having 


It follows from what has been stated above (1) that fan da 
done nothing which was covered by the ballistite patent ; 
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that they had made a sufficient advance upon the previous state 
of public knowledge to keep them clear of any suggestion of 
infri ent. It would have been most unfair if, in obedience 
to some fanciful theory as to the prerogative rights of ‘‘pioneer” 
or “master” patents, they had been debarred from the manu- 
facture of an explosive which overcame the obstacle that the 
ballistite patent had shrunk from attempting to cope with. 











THE DETERMINATION OF TENANCIES BY NOTICE. 


Tue Court of Appeal has recently given two interesting decisions 
on the determination of tenancies by notice—Sidebotham v. 
Holland (43 W. R. 228), where a six months’ notice to annie 
@ yearly tenancy was in question, and Bury v. Thompson (which 
a ae elsewhere, and see 43 W. R. 303), which dealt with 
the sufficiency of a notice to determine a tenancy for twenty-one 
years, determinable at the end of seven or fourteen years. 

A tenancy from year to year, like every other periodic tenancy, 
may be determined by reasonable notice. ‘So long ago as the 
time of the year-books,” said Lord Kunyon in Doe v. Watts (7 
T. R., p. 85), “it was held that a general occupation was an 


turned out of possession without reasonable notice to quit” 
(eee notes to Clayton v. Blakey, 2 8m. L. C., p. 121), And in 
the case of a tenancy from year to year it has long been settled 
that the reasonable notice to quit to which the tenant is entitled 
is half a year’s notice (Right v. Darby, 1 T. R., p. 163, per 
Buiirr, J.; Doe v. Porter, 3 T. R. 13). But questions have 

uently arisen, both with respect to the reckoniug of the 
period of half a year, and to the day on which the notice must 


expire. 
"The reckoning of the period of half a year varies according | 


as the tenancy commences on one of the usual quarter-days, 


or on some intermediate day. Where the tenancy commences 
l on a quarter-day, it i eriod of half a year 
2 da 


—that is, 18 s (Co. Litt. 1354)—is _ required, “A 
custo -year is sufficient” (per TinDAL, C.J., in oe v. Doe, 
6 Bing. 547), and consequently notice may be given on an 


Hone quarter- to <6: but one, as, nstance, on 
: of March (T Wms. 


the 
Saund, 276c; Doe v. Green, 4 Esp. 198), although in this case 


the interval is only 177 days. 


And a customary half-year is not 
ail ore sllicient. but necessary. Hence notice to quit on the 
0 


















f September must be given on the previous 25th of March, | 


and notice given on the 26th of March will not do, although it 
still leaves an interval of 187 days (Right v. Darby, 1 T. R. 159; 
Horgan v. Davies, 3 ©. P. D. 260). The correctness of this 
rule was assumed in Jupillon v. Brunton (5 H. & N. 518), 
where notice posted to the landlord’s agent at his chambers on 
the 25th of March, and delivered after he had left for the day, 
was held to be valid as being given on that day. The tenant 


was not bound to secure that the notice should reach the agent 
during bis hours of business. On the other hand, where the 











woe tenancy commences on a day intermediate between the regular 
u - e -year oi the notice must comprise 152 days 
ms. Saund. 276c), and the number of days is arrived at by 


(1 
counting in one extreme and excluding the other (per LinpLEy, 
L.J., in Stdebotham vy. Holland, supra). In the case just men- 
tioned notice was given on the 17th of November to quit on the 
following 19th of May, the anniversary of the commencement of 
the tenancy. There was thus an interval of 183 days, and the 
/ notice, so far as concerned the length of it, was clearly 
sufficient. 

The point at issue in Sidebotham v. Holland related, not to the 
length of the notice, buf Tie day on Which it determined. The 
tenancy, as just stated, commenced on the 19th of May, and the 
notice, given on behalf of the landlord, required the tenant to 
give up ion on the 19th of May following the date of the 
notice. It was argued for the tenant, who disputed the validity 
of the notice and had refused to give up possession, that the 

should have been made to expire on the 18th of May. 

C) general rule is that the half-year’s notice must expire at or 
ay e Son on of ae tenancy (Doe basa 138 Q. B, 

see per Lord Camrsett, C.J., and Ente, J.) ; apd if notice 


j be given ta quit ata date subsequent to the expiration of the 











occupation from year to year, and that the tenant could not be | 


























ear it is bad.. In Doe v. Lea (11 East, 312) a tenancy com- 
menced at New Michaelmas, and notice was given to determine a 
it at Old Michaelmas (i.¢., the 10th of October). This was held N & 
to be ineffectual. The notice, the court observed, must be to al 
| quit at the end of the tenant’s year ; and if it might be given to th 
| quit twelve days afterwards, it might as well be given for any| ~ fo 
other time. sh 
But to apply the rule it is necessary to determine which day is mi 
to be treated as the last day of the current year, and for this fre 
day the notice ought in strictness to be given. In Sidebotham vy. mx 
Holland the tenancy commenced on the 19th of May, and sifice, lac 
therefore, the whole of that day was to be reckoned in the year as 
(Clayton’s case, 5 Rep. 1a), the 18th of May would be the last it | 
day, and notice given for the 19th would, as the tenant con- v4 ; 
| tended, be bad. A. L. Surrn, L.J., was inclined to adopt this a 
| view, and Lrypey, L.J., in whose judgment Lord Hatssuny t 
| concurred, admitted that notice to quit on the 18th would have ” 
| been good. On the other hand, where a tenancy begins fon a o.. 
| given date, as from the 19th of May, this date is excluded, and pre 
| notice would properly be given for the same date (Clayton's case,’ 4 . 
| supra). 
In practice, however, this minute distinction in res os 
| comméncement of the tenancy seems to have been Larosa’ | whi 
and though a tenancy commences on a specified date, notice to ei 
quit for the same date has been held to be good. In Kemp v. shal 
Derrett (8 Camp. 510) the tenancy began on the 29th of October, you 
and was liable to be determined at three months’ notice. Lord time 
Exxensoroven, O.J., said he was quite clear that notice to quit tiati 
should expire on the 29th of January, April, July, or October. sett] 
In Doe vy. Matthews (11 C. B. 675), where the defendant entered had 
| as tenant on the 7th of May, 1850, a six months’ notice to quit Ahe 
| expiring on the 7th of May, 1851, was held to be a good notice, Ff en 
| And so, where the tenancy commences at a quarter-day, notice intiz 
‘for the same quarter-day is good without carefully inquiring agre 
| whether it began on or from the quarter-day. In oe v. Doe i. 


| (supra) the notice to quit was for the 25th of March. Appar- 
ently the premises were held from that quarter-day, but the 
| point was not specially noticed. In Papillon v. Brunton (supra) 
the notice was for the 29th of September. The commencement 
of the tenancy is not stated. On the other hand, in Page v. | 


Moore (15 Q. B, 684), where the tenancy was alleged to have | 













commenced on the 25th of December, it was held that the tenant ~ 2, 
was entitled to keep possession till midnight of the anniversary the i 
of that date, and notice to quit at 12 0’clock at noon of the ' & Co, 

25th of December was bad. v re conse: 
| Hence LinpiEy, L.J., held that for the purpose of giving Who} 
| notice to qait the distinction between a tenancy commencing on} looms 

roa Apecied Gate ought to be disregarded. Where a _— 
AUGI 
on m 

. "To this condit: 

opinion A. , .J., de » ani Sidebotham no one 

v. Holland was allowed to be good. The difficulty, asA.L, ~ injures 

Surru, L.J., observed, would have been avoided had the land- 

lord included in his notice to quit the ordinary alternative Althou 

words, ‘‘or at the expiration of the year of your tenancy the cot 

which shall expire next after the end of one half-year from the the eet 
service of this notice” (Doe vy. Scott, 6 Bing. 362; Hirst v. Horn, apatak 

6 M. & W. 398). f @ cou 


With respect to the substance of a notice to quit, it is an ae i 


established rule that the noti t_be clear and aaa and # gh 
the judgment of Lord Mansrrenp in Doe v. Jackson (I Doug. ¥ . 
175) was, till recently, held to estab that it must not be /7 © cons 
optional—for example, it must not contain an option for the/ ~ 





tenant to enter into a new tenancy on different terms. There 


the notice ran: ‘‘I desire you to quit possessionat Lady-day next, it ry 
or I shall insist upon double rent.” These last words were con-j ~ had 

sidered to contain simply a threat of the statutory penalty, but/ — holdin, 
Lord Mansrietp observed that, if they had really contained the} ~ pti 
option of a new agreement, and had said, for instance, “or else’ | sale.” : 


that you agree to pay double rent,” ejectment could not have been Ait 
ell 








supported. However, in Ahearn v. Bellman (27 W. R, 928, 4 

Ex. D. 201) this remark was ox} Lalabdtaey by the majority of f a 

the Count Appent (Baaxwau, anf Corvos, LV. ; BUY, L7, by “— 

dissenting), and a new effect was given to such an optional | 5 E. «| 
Neen na ced . 
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notice. Considered as a notice to determine the tenancy indeed, 
Fees not oiieaal. Ts rot parti effectual for this Purpose, 
and tho latter simply contains the offer of a new ent. In 


fhat case, after an ordinary notice to quit, there was added the 
following clause: ‘‘ And I gf i further give you notice that, 
should you retain possession of the premises after the date before 
mentioned, the annual rental of the premises now held by you 
from me will be £160, payable quarterly, in advance.” The 
mode in which Lord Mansrrexp’s dictum was explained away 
lacks something in clearness, but if the question could be treated 
as open, the natural construction of the notice seems to be that 
it was a clear notice to quit, followed by an independent offer of 
a fresh tenancy ata different rent. It was decided that the 
tenancy had been determined. 


The decision in Ahearn vy. Bellman has been held, both in the 
Divisional Court and in the Court of Appeal, to be decisive 
of _Bur Thompson (supra). In this case the plaintiff held 
premises from the defendant for a term of twenty-one years at 
a rent of £270. The term: was determinable by the lessor at 
the end of the seventh or the fourteenth year on giving six 
calendar months’ notice. More than six months before the end 
of the seventh year the plaintiff wrote the defendant a letter in 
which, after referring to the approach of the end of that period, 
he said: “I understand that the rent is £50 too high, and I 
shall not be able to stop unless some reduction is made. I give 
you an early intimation of this so that you may have ample 
time to consider what course you would like to adopt.” Nego- 
tiations ensued as to the reduction of rent, but nothing was 
settled, and the lessor denied that notice to determine the lease 
had been given. But in fact the notice was similar to that in 
Ahearn v. Bellman (supra). It was a notice that the lessee 
would not stop at the existing rent, though combined with an 
intimation that he might stop if new terms as to rent could be 
agreed upon. Hence, upon the authority of Ahearn y. Bellman, 
the notice was held to be good. 














JUDGMENTS BY CONSENT. 
IV. 
2. Grounds of relief—Mistake (continued)—The latest case is 


the important one of Huddersfield Bankin aS sl Lister 
& Co. (W.N., 1894, p. 199), an acti rou to aside a 
consent given in a debenture-holder’s action, whereby the bank, 


who were mortgagees of a mill, consented toa sale of certain 
looms and payment to the receiver in the action of the pro- 
ceeds. It was subsequently discovered that the looms had been 
part of the freehold, but were detached by order of the receiver. 
Vavenan Wituiams, J., said, ‘ Assuming the order was based 
on mutual mistake, the law would be in a very lamentable 
condition if the court could not set the matter right, especially if 
no one had been injured by what had happened, or could be 


injured by the correction of the order. The technical difficulty 
had been removed by the bringing of the action by the bank. 
Although the consent order had been completed and acted on, 
the court could set it aside on any ground_which_would_Tustity 
e setting asi : ‘was contended that the 
mistake resulted from the fraud of persons who were not before 
the court, and Duranty’s case (26 Beav. 268) was relied on. 
was further said that the order was a compromise. But 
Duranty’s case did not support the proposition sought to be based 
on it. When a party had been induced by a common mistake 
to consent to an order, the court would give him relief unless his 
conduct had disentitled him to it. The mistake in the present 
case was that the person who had inspected the premises had 
supposed that the machines were not and never had been fixtures. 
It was immaterial by whose fraud, if there was any, the mistake 
had been brought about. There had been no compromise ; an 
holding, as he did, that the looms were fixtures and included in 
os mortgages the bank were entitled to the proceeds of the 
@.” 


pla 








at the instance of a intiff as 





It |. 


d | Turner v. Turner (1852, 2 


Fraud.—The case just mentioned may almost be classed under 
this head as far as the action of the defendant went, and we 














may also refer to the decision in Cooke v. Greves (1862, 30 Beay. 
378), where an action was successfully brought to set aside a 
enc had 








compromise to which the present defend induced 
pIaiMGH fo agree in the absence of his 1 adviser, 
whereby a missin ment, alleged to have — a 
testator in the defendant’s favour, was established. In r 












v. Cor (1885, 34 W. R. 461, 10 App. Cas., at p. 69 


FrrzGEracp said: “If tb 


or surprise it m et aside. 

n Boyd v. Dischoffsheim (1894, 38 Sorzorrors’ Jounwar, 648) 
the pleintiff alleged a conspiracy to defraud on the of the 
defendants in settling a former action to which the plaintiff was 


party ; but, the evidence being practically the same, Norrn, J., 
and vexatious. 






reing and setting aside an order of compromise.—W here 


is a fund in cou on : 
cu undonald (1878, . 249, 8 Ch. D. 658 (0. A.)); 


7 V. ; 
by oummons 10st seaeeeens ss —Saae ee 
; ough one of the parties alleges fraud, not proved to 


the satisfaction of the court: Hiden v. Naish (1878, 26 W. RB. 


392, 7 Ch. D. 781); and eub- 
section 7 udi 873, by which it is enacted 
at “the High Court of Justice and the Court of Appeal 


respectively, in the exercise of the jurisdiction vested in them by 
this Act, in every cause or matter g before them <_< 
tively, shall have power to grant, and shall t, either abso- 
lutely or on such reasonable terms and 
shall seem just, all such — aa as any 3 the 
parties thereto may appear to be en’ to in respect of any 
and every legal or sawiide claim properly brought forward by 
them respectively in such cause or matter; so that, as far as 
possible, all matters so in controversy between the said parties 
ee may be completely and finally determined, and all 
mu aoa of legal proceedings concerning any of such matters 
avoided.” 

Notwithstanding this sub-section, it was held by the Court of 
Appeal in Gilbert v. Endean (1878, 27 W. R. 252, 9 Oh. D. 259), 
where the plaintiff moved to enforce a consent order, in spite 
of the fact that the same had been subsequently varied by an 
agreement which he asserted to be fraudulent, that there should 
have been a separate action to try the validity of the agree- 
ment, but no objection having been taken in the court below, the 
order giving leave to enforce the consent decree was affirmed. 
And in Emeris v. Woodward (1889, 38 W. RB. 346, 43 Ch. D, 
somprowiae was by & fresh actOn x ManGRATaRE Goss sot watve 

mpromise was by a fresh : does n ve | 
Became proces by filing affidavits and cross- 
examining the plaintiff's witnesses: ¢f. Carew v. Cooper (1864, 
12 W. R. 767). It had been s by Lord Layepatz in 
Davenport vy. Stafford (1845, 8 Beav., at p. 523) that “if the 
application for relief is made immediately, and before any =. 
ceeding of any kind has been had, and if the evidence be clea: 
a rehearing would probably be sufficient ; if the appli- 
of years, after devolution of title, and 

are . + » & Rehearing could 


gs 
searcely be thought of itself sufficient. . . . . In cnses of 
fraud the party aggrieved may file an bill for relief, 
and it may well be thought that he one Sor to do so.’ 
on & compro- 


A motion to stay the passing of a decree 
A was allowed in Clerihew v. Lascelles 


a | 568, an tion for was allowed in 
.N., 1868, p. 295). pinasing one 
( : Be GM & 6,28), a 

t for own benefit. 


sold his wife’s 
the suit ; 
88 





cation be after the lapse 
after. various pr 


had practicall: 
Green v. Crockett 


refused ific on a petition 
and in Etworthy v. Bird (1825, 2 Bim. & 
a V.C., granted 

ent for separation made on & compromise 
eichenseanian. Ia Thomas v. Hewes (1834, 2 


i 


1865, 13 W. RB. 1054 Oe 
8. 372, Tamlyn, 
on of 





519) the Court of Exchequer refused to set aside on 
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- order of Nisi Prius and the rule of court made thereon. Where 

ke) an agreement for compromise of an action in the Probate Divi- 

contains a borer to make it an order of court, it may be so 

@ in the Queen’s Bench Division: Smythe vy. Smythe (1887, 

3 . RW. 046, 18 Q. B.D. 544). Such an order is of course, 

though allegations of want of authority be made: R. v. 
Addington (1755, Sayer, 259). 

Even before the Judicature Acts no appeal lay from a consent 

order: Bradishv. Gee (1754, Amb. 229, and notes thereto). Anda 

I ¢ order cannot be varied merel consent; as Lord Esuer, 

M.E., in elicairn (1885, 34 W. BR. 55, 10 P. D. 161): 

‘*T agree with Burt, J., that when at a trial the court gives a 

9 amore by the consent of the parties, it is a binding judgment 

of the court, and cannot be set aside by a subsequent agreement 

between the solicitors, or the parties, even though it be placed 

in the form of an order by consent on a summons and taken to a 

registrar or master, and by him made as a matter of course. It 

is only the court, with full knowledge of the facts on which it is 

~ } called on to act, which can set aside the first judgment, and I 


cated doubt whether, unless some fraud in regard to such judgment is | 






shéwn, even the sdiction.” So Lord Firz- 
GERALD said in Munster v. Cox (1885, 34 W. R. 461, 10 App. 
Oas., at p. 691), ‘‘I have always understood it as a settled rule 
that where parties withdraw themselves from the jurisdiction 
and do not seek to obtain a judgment according to law, but 
substitute for it a judgment by their own consent, the court has 
no power to alter that consent”; and see //ammond vy. Schofield 
(1891, 1 Q. B. 453), where Jfuster vy. Cor was overlooked, 
though the decision was right upon other grounds. 








A receiving order will not be rescinded merely because the 
tifio creditor consents ; though the court has a discretion 
Pre Flatau, 1893, 2 Q. B. 219 (C. A.) ) to set aside its first judg- 
ment: see Australasian, sc. Co. v. Waller (W.N., 1691, p. 170). 


LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


DisTrREss.—By section 7 of the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 
1888, the power of a county court judge to cancel a bailiff’s certificate 
is restricted to cases where the bailiff is guilty of extortion or other 
misconduct in the execution of his duty as a bailiff. Clause 1 of the 
Lord Chancellor’s Distress Bill proposes to repeal so much of that 
section as refers to the cancellation of certificates, and to enact 
instead that a certificate may at any time be cancelled by the judge. 
Clause 2 imposes a penalty of £10 on any person not holding a 
Certificate who levies a distress contrary to the provisions of the Act 
of 1888; and by clause 3 the power to make rules under that Act is 
to extend to making provision for fixing the duration of certificates 
granted to bailiffs. 

Costs UNDER THE LANps CiAuses Acts.—The memorandum 
refixed to the Lord Chancellor’s Lands Clauses (Taxation of Costs) 
ill states that the object of the Bill is to assimilate the two systems 

for the payment of fees for taxing costs of (1) inquiries before a 
sheriff and jury as to disputed compensation under the Lands Clauses 
Acts, and (2) arbitrations under those Acts. The Bill provides that 
the fees in the former case, as in the latter, shall be payable by 
stamps, and not in cash. This is effected by repealing section 1 of 
the ds Clauses Act, 1869, and re-enacting it in such form as to 
make the provision for taking fees by stamps apply to both cases. 

DocuMENTARY EviDENCE.—Under the Documentary Evidence 
Act, 1868, orders and other documents issued by certain Govern- 
ment departments, including the Privy Council, may be proved by 
production of a copy purporting to be printed by the Government 
printer. The Board of Agriculture Act, 1889, applied the Documen- 
tary Evidence Act (amongst other Acts) to the Board of Agriculture, 
but only for the purpose of the powers and duties transferred to it 
from the Privy Council. The Documentary Evidence Bill, intro- 
duced by the Lord Chancellor, proposes to make the Documentary 

. Evidence Act, 1868, as amended by the Documentary Evidence Act, 
1882, apply to the Board of Agriculture for all purposes. 

The above three Bills have been read a second time in the House of 
Lords, and have passed through Committee, and been recommitted to 
the Standing Committee. 

MorTGAGEE’s Costs.—Mr. HALDANE has introduced in the House 

* of Commons a Bill to amend the law relating to the costs of solicitor- 
Clause 2 provides that ‘‘any solicitor or solicitors to 

. whom, either alone or jointly with any other person or persons, a 
. mo eis made, or the firm of which such solicitor or solicitors 
shall be a member or members, shall be entitled to receive for all 
business transacted and acts done by such solicitor, solicitors, or firm 
in negotiating the loan, deducing and investigating the title to the 








property, and preparing and completing the mortgage, all such usual 
professional charges and remuneration as he or they would have been 
entitled to recive if such mortgage had been made to a person not a 
solicitor, and such person had retained anf employed such solicitor, 
solicitors, or firm to transact such business and do such acts; and 
such charges and remuneration shall accordingly be recoverable from 
the person dr persons making such mortgage.” Clause 3 contains a 
similar provision with respect to costs subsequent to the creation of 
the mortgage, whether the mortgage is originally created in favour 
of a solicitor or becomes vested in him by transfer or transmission, 
The Bill has been read a second time. 


REVIEWS. 
ETECTMENT. 


Tue Law or EJECTMENT OR RECOVERY OF PossEssION OF LAND. 
WITH AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES AND A Futt INDEX. By Jony 
HerBerT WILLIAMS, LL.B., und WALTER BALDWyYN YATES, B.A., 
Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The authors of this book have produced a very compact, clear, and 
accurate work on the law of ejectment—a term to which, in accord- 
ance with the common practice, they adhere in preference to the 
modern ‘‘action for the recovery of possession of land’”—and we 
anticipate that it will be popular with the profession. The right to 
bring ejectment depends upon right of entry, and with the discussion 
of this right the book commences. In old times the right of entry 
was the “ primum et principale remedium,” existing sometimes where 
there was no right of action, and it is stiil the theory of the law that 
the right of action is subsidiary to the right of entry (Magdalen 
Hospital vy. Knotts, 8 Ch. D., p. 727). The second chapter contains 
a useful list of all the various modes in which possession of land can 
be recovered, and then the right of entry is further considered, aud 
also the consequences of a forcible entry. Chapters 5 to 17 deal with 
the recovery of possession in various particular cases, and first in the 
case of landlord and tenant. In this connection chapters are intro- 
duced on the determination of tenancies, on forfeiture, and on breach 
of covenants and conditions. Chapter 20 deals shortly, but suffi- 
ciently, with the Real Property Limitation Acts, though we are not 
sure of the correctness of the opinion with respect'to tenancies at will 
expressed on p. 204. We thought it was clear law now that the 
determination of a tenancy at will at any date later than the end ofa 
year from its commencement was inoperative so far as the statute is 
concerned, The statute is already running, and can only be stopped 
by re-entry or the creation of a fresh tenancy at will or longer 
tenancy. And the statement on p. 209 that, for a valid acknowleag- 
ment of title, ‘signature by the agent of the person in possession 
is probably not sufficient,” is not strong enough. ‘‘ Probably” 
should be omitted. The statute is clear as to this (Ley v. Peter, 
3 H. & N. 101), though if the person in possession is unable to 
write, whether from illness or any other cause, the acknowledgment 
is sufficiently signed by him if it is signed by a third person at his 
direction and in his presence (Corporation of Dublin v. Judge, I 
Ir. L. R. 8). The ar three chapters deal with practice—in the 
High Court, in the county court, and on summary proceedings before 
justices respectively—and there is an appendix of forms and of 
statutes. So far as we have observed, all the latest cases are cited, and 
the style and arrangement of the book are excellent. 





SHIPPING LAW. 


Tue LAW RELATING TO SHIPMASTERS AND SEAMEN. By JoseEri 
Kay, Q.C. Sxconp Eprrion by the Hon. Jonn WittiAM MANs- 
FIELD and GEORGE WILLIAM DuNCAN, Barristers-at-Law. Stevens 
& Haynes. 

It is now almost twenty years since the late Mr. Joseph Kay 
brought out the first edition of this work, and the numerous decisions, 
together with the changes brought about by statute since that time, 
have rendered it necessary that certain portions of the work should 
be rewritten. At the same time the size of the work has been 
considerably reduced, partly by reason of judicious compression and 
by the avoidance of repetition, which was one of the defects of the 
original edition. The part relating to the master’s remedies and 
habilities (apart from his duties under the Customs Acts) is now more 
appropriately placed near the beginning of the book, in the chapter 
dealing with the appointment, &c., of the master, instead of being 
placed, as it formerly was, at the end of the book. While, as we have 
said, parts of the work have been rewritten—not only that relating to 
demurrage, where the recent decisions of Budgett v. Binnington (39 
W. R. 131; 1891, 1 Q, B, 35) and Hick v. Raymond (41 W. R. 384; 
1893, A. C. 22), dealing with detention caused by strikes, are duly 
noted and discussed—on the other hand, in the excellent chapter om 


stoppage in transitu we are glad to see that the present editors have 
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substantially followed the arrangement of the subject adopted by Mr. 
Kay. We may add, in conclusion, that a certain carelessness of state- 
ment in one or two instances which appeared in the original edition, 
and which might possibly have misled ‘intelligent masters, ship 
agents, and consuls in foreign parts,” for whose use, among others, 
the book was stated to be intended, has been corrected in the present 
edition. We may congratulate the editors upon the result of their 
labours, though it is, no doubt, unfortunate that the book should 
cnet been published before the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, was 
pass . 





SOLICITORS. 


A TREATISE ON THE CONSTITUTION AND GOVERNMENT OF SOLICITORS, 
THEIR RIGHTS AND Dutres. By Arcner M. Wuire, Barrister- 
at-Law. Swan Sonnenschein & Co, 


This book will be found to be a useful guide to the statute 
and case law relating to solicitors. The first part deals with 
the constitution and government of solicitors, and states the law and 
practice with respect to admission, privileges and disabilities, dis- 
qualification, and the summary jurisdiction of the court over 
solicitors, The second part deals with the rights and duties of 
solicitors, commencing with retainer and the rights and duties arising 
therefrom, and proceeding to a consideration of the solicitor in the 
special capacities of trustee and mortgagor or mortgagee. In the 
chapter on partnership a convenient list is given of matters which 
have been held respectively to be or not to be within the scope of a 
solicitor’s business, so as to involve the partners generally in liability 
for the acts of one member of the partnership. Chapters are 
devoted to general and particular lien, and chapter 18, on costs, 
contains the General Order under the Solicitors’ Renumeration Act, 
1881, with the schedules and rules, Criminal liability is discussed in 
Part III., and in Part IV. a sketch is given of the American law 
relating to solicitors. The book has been carefully prepared, and 
appears to state correctly and fully the effect of the authorities. 





ECCLESIASTICAL LAW. 


STATUTES RELATING TO CHURCH AND CLERGY, REPRINTED FROM 
THE FirtH Epirion or Currtry’s STATUTES OF PRACTICAL 
Urinity. By J. M. Lzty, Barrister-at-Law. With Preface and 
Index by BENJAMIN WHITEHEAD, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This collection of statutes is a reissue, as Mr. Whitehead states in 
the preface, in separate form of the Acts of Parliament comprised 
under the heading ‘‘ Church and Clergy” in ‘‘ Chitty’s Statutes.” It 
includes seventy-two of the most important ecclesiastical statutes, 
ranging from 6 Eliz. c. 23, ‘‘ An Act for the due execution of the 
writ de excommunicato capiendo,” to the Clergy Discipline Act, 1892. 
The notes have been revised and brought up to date by Mr. Lely. 
Persons who have occasion to consider ecclesiastical law will find it 
very advantageous to have the statutes presented in so convenient a 
form. 





STREETS AND BUILDINGS IN LONDON. 


THE Lonpon Buripine Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. CCXIII.), WITH 
INTRODUCTION, NoTEs, AND INDEX. By W. F. Crargs, Barrister- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited), 


In this number of ‘“‘ The Annotated Acts’’ Mr. Craies has prepared 
a very useful edition of the London Building Act of last year. The 
notes contain ample cross references to the various parts of the Act, 
and, as it contains over 200 sections, this assistance is essential in 
considering its provisions. They also state the effect of the decisions 
on the numerous Metropolitan Building Acts which the present 
statute supersedes. The general effect of the Act is conveniently 
shown in the introduction, and there is a full index. 





THE LAW SOCIETY’S CALENDAR. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 

Ruling Cases. Arranged, annotated, and edited by Rongrr Camr- 
BELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, Advocate of the Scotch Bar, and late 
Fellow of Trinity Hall, Cambridge; assisted by other Members of 
the Bar. With American Notes by Irnvinc Brown. Vol. IIL, 
(Ancient Light—Banker). Stevens & Sons (Limited), 

The Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 60). With an 

Cases decided 








Introduction ; Notes, including all under the former 
Enactments consolidated in this Act; a Com ve Table of Sections 
of the former and present Acts; an A of Rules, Regulations, 


Forms, &c.; and a Copious Index. By Robert TemrPertey, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Metropolitan Householder’s Guide. Being an Attempt to outline 
in Plain Language a Metropolitan Householder’s Legal Position, 
By Rotanp Extuis De Vzstan, Solicitor. Horace Cox. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
SUB-LESSEE AND HEAD RENT, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Suppose the following leases to be granted :— 

1) A. grants a building lease to B. at a rent of £25. 

2) B. then builds on the property and grants an underlease 
thereof to C. at an improved rent of £60, and this under-lease 
contains an express power (which would seem to be implied by 
law: Woodfall, 13th ed., p. 399; 3 Byth., 4th ed., p. 245; Tudor’s 
R. P. Cases, 3rd ed., pp. 299, 300) for C., his executors, administra- 
tors, and assigns, to retain out of the rent of £60 any sums he may 
pay on account of the rent of £25. 

(3) C. afterwards grants an underlease of part only of the property 
to D. at a rent of £30, and this underlease contains power for D., his 
executors, administrators, and assigns, to retain out of the rent of 
£30 any sums paid on account of the rent of £60, and (as an addi- 
tional remedy) power to distrain for such sums on the other property 
underleased to C., but these powers are not extended to any sums 
= by D. on account of the rent of £25 payable to the head land- 
ord, , 

Should the powers have been so extended, or could D. have 
retained the sums out of his rent of £30 in the absence of any express 
power for the purpose? If he could, what is ed by inserting an 
express power of retainer as to the £60 rent (5 Dav., pt. 1, 2nd ed., 
p. 247; 1K. & E., 3rd _ed., vii., p. 746; 3 Byth., 4th ed., p. 597) ? 
Would D. have any right to require C. to exercise for his (D.’s) 
benefit the power of retainer contained in the underlease to C. ? 


C. 
[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. 8. J.] 





AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS ACT, 1883. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 

Sir,—Is it necessary that ‘ the t duly authorized in that 
behalf,” referred to in section 3, should be authorized in writing, or 
is a verbal authority sufficient ? ; 
Is it necessary that the appointments of referees, &c., and notices 
under section 9, should be signed by the landlord and tenant person- 
ally, or is the signature of their agents sufficient ? ; 

is the case of Ingham v. Fenton (1893) reported elsewhere than in 
the Land Agents’ Record ? C. 
[Section 3 of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, simply requires 
that the agent shall be duly authorized, and the authority need not 
be given in writing, though it is of course desirable that it should be. 
The absence of any mention of an agent in section 9 seems to imply 
that appointments shall be made, and notices given, by the parties 
themselves, and apparently the documents ought to be signed by 
themselves, and not by their agents. Ingham v. Fenton does not 


Tae CALENDAR AND Law Direcrory or THE IncorPoRATED LAW | seem to be reported in any of the series of law reports.—Eb. 8. J.] 


Soclery or THE UNITED KincpoM FORTHE YEAR 1895. Published 
by authority of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society by the 
Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society (Limited). 

This calendar has now, as a result of revisions in successive issues, 
arrived at a stage of great efficiency. So far as we have been able 
to check the present issue, we have found the lists of counsel and 
solicitors accurate and giving in a small compass the information 
necessary for practical purposes. 


telegraphic addresses of solicitors are only inserted when special | present Lord Chancellor 


ey Cree > : . i t of bli: an 
application is made and a fee paid, the result bein; er freee agit ®P om ie be . phugoror- _ the security of the 


venience to other solicitors of having these stated ought not to | funda is the first consideration in the 


presen It is surely possible to provide for this. 
ts the onl eee. De x 
and to leave ee peel unfettered by the inconveni-' 


ewappear. We think it should be conside 


produce a change in this respect. The information with regard to the 
courts and officials is copious and well arranged, é' 





A PUBLIC TRUSTEE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) © 
Sir,—The desire of every Chancellor to hand down his name to 


succeeding generations as a law reformer is a good one, and one to be 
We rather regret that the | commended, provided a ponent reform is really needed. 


The 
given an opinion feyoursble to the 
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ences, delay, vexatious routine, and the usually extravagant expense 
of a newly created public office. The difficulty, if any difficulty there 
be, in obtaining men to act must be due to the very illiberal way in 
which the law treats trustees. It would be a remarkable fact if any 
public office did work gratuitously or even economically. That it 
could or would, except in the most perfunctory way, do the work of 
administration is denied. Let executors and trustees be allowed to 
receive reasonable remuneration, and give security, if necessary, like 
receivers, committees, and the like, and be put on a sensible business- 
like footing. We shall not hear anything then of a difficulty in 
obtaining suifable men to act as trustees, assuming the suggested 
difficulty now exists. Harvey CiiFton, 
New-inn, W.C., March 7. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
BOOTH v. ARNOLD—No. 1, 20th February. 


DeramaTiox—SiaNpER—S.LANDER oF A Man iy us Orrice—Orrice or 
ALDERMAN—Worpbs tmpUTING WANT or IntTEGRITY—Speciat Damace. 


Action for slander by an alderman of the borough of Halifax, who was 
also chairman of the improvement committee of the corporation. The 
words complained of were spoken by the defendant, also_a member 

m, at a meetipg during a contested municipal elec- 

- Im the course of ie speech the defendant, speaking of the 

tale of cettain land to the corporation, and the price at which it 
was sold, raid: *“‘ Now that land belonged to the Bradford and Dis- 
trict Dye Works Co., and no doubt the purchase was arranged by the 
chairman of the improvement committee and the chairman of the com- 
pany. Doubtless those chairmen had a long fight and much wrestling 
over the matter. Indeed, you may just fancy how intent the fight was 
when I tell you that both gentlemen happened to be the same person— 

d dames Booth:”” No special damage was pleaded or proved. 
At the trial, before Charles, J., the jury found a verdict for the plaintiff 
for £85. The defendant moved for judgment or a new trial, contending 
that in the absence of special damage the words were not actionable, and 
referring to Alexayder v. Jenkins (40 W. R. 546; 1892, 1 Q. B. 797). 

. Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorrs and Ricry, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the motion. 


Lord Esuzr, M.R, said that the jury might reasonably come to the 
conclusion that what was said by the defendant imputed to the plaintiff 
that he had used his corporate office for the purpose of getting an im- 

advantage for himself, and therefore amounted to slander of him 
fa his office, which was actionable without proof of special damage. 


Lorgs, L.J., concurred. Words imputing want of integrity, dishonesty, 
tion to anyone holding a public office of ena or trust, 

an rolit or not, were actionable per se. On the other 

8 merely imputed unsuitableness tor the office, in- 





| 
fi 





ce 0 


d , or want of ability, without ascribing any misconduct touch- 
; ing the office, then no action lay, when the office was honorary, without 


proof of —_ damage. The jury here found that the words complained 
of imputed to the plaintiff mel M 
alderman. F 


versation and misconduct in his office of 


‘urther, the corporation had the i i.c., of 
th ntift o 3) Tman—on account of corru 


be ictic is t us ne groun 
plained of imputed to the plaintiff a criminal offence. 
Rioxy, L J., agreed with the judgment of Lord Esher, M.R.—Counset, 
Waddy, Q.C.; and W. J. Waugh; Tindal Atkinson, Q.0., and Scott Fox. 
Souscrrons, Van Sanday, Cumming, § Co., for Mills & Co., Hudderefield ; 
Firth ¢ Co., for Godfrey, Rhodes, § Evans, Halifax. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. 






GUARDIANS OF WEST HAM UNION ‘Appellants) ». CHURCHWARDENS, 
.OVERSEERS, AND GUARDIANS OF 8ST. MATTHEW, BETHNAL GREEN 
its)—No. 1, 4th March. 


A from the Queen’s Bench Division (Wills and Wright, JJ.). On 
the of March, 1894, th f ve judgment reversing a 
decision of the Court of Appeal, o the respo to pay the costs, 
and remitting the cause to the Queen’s ch Division (see 42 W. R. 573; 
1894, A. C. 230). On the 18th of June the formal judgment of the 
House of Lords was issued, and on the 10th of July the appellants’ costs 

CO) rds were taxed at £298, and on the ord of August the 
cerOiiicate Ur tie taxing ollicer was Obtained. On the 24th of October the 
O10 a rule of the Queen's Bench Divi- 


ion Ic fhe purpose of enfo: ng 
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the payment of the £: or Costs. re 

upon. the application of the respondents, stayed execu- 

rf zon Tor these costs, upon the ground timt“by seasormv! section 10 & 

Ly 3 € 4 o5-Vict. c. 19 the timo for enforcing payment had expired. That section 
ebt, claim, or | semvele which may 


t that, ‘‘with respect to any 
lawfully incurred by or become due from the jans of any union 
‘ such debt, , or demand shall be paid within the 

© same 8) have b ucurred or become due, or 
























of September in each year, and the Divisional Court held that the costs , 7 
could only be paid within three months from the 25th of March, 1894. a 
Tue Covet (Lord Esier, M.R., and Lorgs and Ricny, L.JJ.) iy 
missed the appeal. They said that the judgmen th of 
f March, 189 ated the debi for cost crea 
m, or demand,”’ within the me g of section 1 of 22 & 23 
Vict. c. 49. The appellants had, therefore, three months from the 
25th of March to enforce payment of those costs, and not having done 
so, nor taken any proceedings to enforce payment within the time, it was 
too late now to enforce their payment.—Uounsgt, Jel7/, Q.C., and 2. Cun- 
ningham Glen ; Finlay, Q.C., and 7. Beven. Souscrrons, F. L. Hilleary ; 
W. T. Howard. 


dis- 


















[Reported by W. F. Banry, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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BURY v. THOMPSON—No. 1, 2nd March. 


















Lanpworp anp Tenant—Lease—Notice to Derermins—Svrrictency or up of 
Norice. _ 
This was an appeal from a decision of the Divisional Court (Pollock, B., the gi 
and Grantham, J.) in a special case stated in an action. Th i amm 
hig writ claimed a declafa eter reg : ; 
had been determined By 1 a 
novice. : the lease in ques ore 
certain premises known as No. 33, Courtfield-road, Kensington, for the tribut 
term of twenty-one years from the 25th of December, 1887, at the ing of the 
rent of £270, payable quarterly. ‘The lease contained a proviso in the tribut 
usual form, giving the lessee power to determine the demise at the end of their | 
the seventh or fourteenth year of the term on giving the lessor six months’ could 
notice of his desire to do so next before the expiration of the seventh or h iecurr 
fourteenth year. On the 21st of October, 1893, the plaintiff wrote to the #* 
defendant as follows: ‘‘ I have just been looking at my lease, andI see §% eal 
that my first seven years will be determined on the 25th of December, 5 the T: 
1894. I have been making inquiries for some time past, and I find that I holdez 
am paying too high a rent, and considerably higher than any of the ite del 
adjoining houses are able to let for now. I understand that the rent is subect 
50 too nd I shall not be able to stop _wnhless some reduction is Clinch 


high, a 





oT an ntimmation of this so that you may 


me to consider what course you would like to adopt.” 


have ample 
In answer 


eh] 


AC. 





defendant wrote : ‘‘ If you will at once waive your right to determine the W. R. 
lease at Christmas next year I will agree to take a reduced rent of £20 per (36, Wi 
arnum, making it £250.” On the 2nd of April, 1894, plaintiff wrote that 0. P.! 
£230 was enough to pay. On the 3rd of April defendant answered offering Japan 
to take £240. On the 6th of July, 1894, plaintiff wrote offering to go on : 
for another year at £240 on the terms of the old lease, but expressing Tue 
unwillingness to take a seven years’ lease. On the 7th of July dismis 
defendant wrote: ‘‘As you did not give me notice to determine the Lor 
tenancy I quite understood that you had made our mind to continue light b 


for another seven years.” The Divisional Court held that the letter of 
the 21st of October, 1893, was sufficient to determine the term created by 
the lease. The defendant appealed. 


Tue Cover (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lorgs and Riaexy, L.JJ.) dismissed 


the appeal. 
Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that, in order to constitute a good notice 
] landlord that the tenant did not d 


hat the Onship of landlord and tenant should continue beyond 
U er 0 2 Uctober, 1893 


term of seven . On looking at the le he Zist 0} 
ene oe any doubt but that the tenant meant that he was n 
desirous of continuing under the lease unless the landlord would consent 
to a reduction of the rent. The answer of the landlord clearly shewed 
that he so interpreted it. The court was bound, on the authority of 
the case of Aheurn v. Bellman (4 Ex. D. 201), from which the present case 
could not nguished, to hold that there had been good notice. 

Lorgs and Ricny,; L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Oounsan, 
Alfred Lyttelton; E. Bray. Soutcrrors, T. F. Adshead ; Gush, Phillipa, 
Walters, § Williams. 

{Reported by F. O. Rosrysox, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Re THE BANK OF SOUTH AUSTRALIA (LIM.)—No. 2, 27th February. 
Company—Winpixnac vup—Compvisorny Orper—Petition—Denr vUNDER 
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AGREEMENT WiTH VoLuNTARY LiquipATOR— DEBT INCURRED AFTER COM- shortes' 
MENCEMENT OF VoLuNTARY WINDING UP—AGREEMENT FOR SALR BY | to 
Lieurpator—Companres Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), ss. 95, 133, 
145, 161. previou 
‘ Appes k of South Australia from # underst 
om pulse Vaughan Wil »v., On e 6 | before 
of December n the on of the Union bank of South Australia Linn: 
(Limited): see ante, p. 135. The Bank of South Australia was formed the pri 
| by deed of settlement in 1842, and was incorporated by Royal Charter in It woul 
1847, aud received a supplemental charter in 1866. In 1884 a private Act It mea 
of Parliament was by which the company was authorized to be and event) t 
was registered as a limited company under the Companies Acts, 1862 to Gold EB. 
1880. In the beginning of 1892, the beng = Pa to meet its “the call 
engagements, negotiations were entered by which the Union Bank debt wa 
was to take over all the assets, liabilities, and business of the Bank of have ree 
South Australia. Accordingly, general meetings of the Bank of South their pe 
Australia were held in March and April, 1892, and special resolutions 
were duly passed for voluntary winding up, and liquidators A. L. 
appointed who were to be authorized to enter into an agfeement—wi wares 
= Unlon ban! ¢ OF Australia for the transfer oF the compan é Q0., a 
ities to the | bank. i ided that the & : Murray, 











DIL the Union 


5 agreement pro 
hereot sho and the 





0 n} 
Union Bank take over, 


id 











a 












March 9, 1895. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 39] 315 











the property and assets of the company, and the 

and goodwill thereof, the Union undertaking to Pay 
the debts and liabilities of the company, and to perform its contracts. 
the aggregate amount of the value of the assets should be less than 
amount of the debts and liabilities and the moneys paid the Union 
Bank in respect of the liquidation, the Union Bank were to retain the 





4 
: 


amount of the deficiency, with interest, out of the of the 
realization of certain property, and if that were t the amount 
was to be deemed and treated as a debt due by the to the Union 
Bank, and if at any time the aseets in the hands of the were not 
sufficient to pay any debt due to the Union Bank under the t, 
the gene were, so far as they legally could, to make calls as 
might be necessary to raise the amount required. The assets so trans- 
ferred were found to be worth considerabl than the amount of the 
liabilities, and the Union Bank petitioned to have the vol winding 
up of the South Australian Bank continued under the su of the 


court, in order that the deficiency might be met by calls on the shareholders 
of the latter company. Vaughan Williams, J., dismissed the on 
the ground that the petitioning bank, not being creditors at date of 
commencement of the voluntary a up, had no locus standi to 


present a petition (see 1894, 3 Ch. 722). The Union Bank 
presented a petition for the compuleory winding up of the Bank of South 
Australia, on which Vaughan Williams, J., made an order. The con- 
tributories resisted the order on two grounds—(1) on the true construction 
of the bank’s private Act there was no liability on the shareholders to con- 
tribute a second amount in the winding up equal to the nominal amount of 
their shares ; and (2) there was no debt on which a winding-up petition 
could be founded, the only debt in existence, if debt it were, having been 
incurred during the process of winding up, which could not be enforced as 
against the shareholders of the company. One of the provisions of the 
Royal Charter was that in the event of the exercise of the power given to 
the Treasury to revoke the privileges conferred upon the bank, the share- 
holders should be liable to be called upon to contribute to the payment of 
its debts and liabilities to the extent of twice the nominal amount of their 
subscribed shares. The following cases were referred to in the arguments : 
Clinch y. Financial Corporation (L. R. 5 Eq. 450, 16 W. R. Dig. 45, and on 
appeal 17 W. R. 84, L. R. 4 Ch. 117), Re International Marine Hydropathic 
Co. (33 W. R. 587, 28 Ch. D. 470), Re Bast of England Banking Co. (17 
W. R. 18, L. R. 4 Oh. 14), The Hire Purchase Furnishing Co. v. Richens 
(36, W. RB. 365, 20 Q. B. D. 387), Stone v. City and County Bank (3 
C. P. D. 282, 26 W. R. Dig. 42), and Re Bank of Hindustan, China, and 
Japan, Ex parte Levick (L. R. 5 Eq. 69, 16 W. R. Dig. 70). 


Tus Court (Lord Hatsnvry, and Linney and A. L. Surra, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal with costs. 


Lord Hatsnvry, in the course of his j mt, said that considerable 
light had been thrown om the true construc’ of the statute by the able 
argument of Mr. Phipson Beale. The company, having been incorporated 
by Royal Charter, wished to take advantage of section 199 of the 
Act, 1862, and be registered. The effect of this was to bring 
contrast many provisions of the charters. The first point to 
was the 2nd section, which empowered the bank at a particular time to be 
registered under the Act of 1862, with the powers contained in the 
charter. The moment you got rid of the company as a chartered com- 
pany you did eng Se yreyrer are with the company’s existence as 
chartered. It was true that the statute iteelf for certain purposes engrafted 
into the new creature the constitution of the old company. When the 
company became registered under the Act of 1862 the summary of 
the Crown was gone, because it was a company created by statute, and 
was no longer a company existing during the Crown, It 
was therefore a difficult problem for the dra of the Act to bring 
the incongruous inconsistencies of the two into one harmonious whole. 
Tt was no disrespect to him to say that he had not al , 
It was open to ment that there could be no further than that 
already subscribed by the shareholders. But, looking at all the sections 
together, his lordship did not entertain any doubt as to the meaning of 
the la e, which was that, in the event of the winding up of the com- 
vardngy op Bae Bh were to be liable to the extent of double the amount 
of their shares. That, to his mind, was the leading idea all through ; 
therefore, on the first point, the ap liants failed. On the poin: 
his lordship had some Simoulty in following the t ; perbeps the 
shortest answer to the appellants’ contention that thls “_ not a ae 
to say that it was a debt, and was a pro subject for a petition 
winding up. His lordship said he had difficulty understanding the 
previous decision of Vaughan Williams, J. (1894, 3 Ch. 722). If he did 
understand it he was not at present prepared to follow it, but it was not 
before the court, and therefore no decision was necessary. 


Linp.ey, L.J., was of the same opinion, and said that the meaning of 
the private Act was not so difficult as the appellants tried to make out. 
It would require much ingenuity to miss the plain meaning of section 7. 
Tt meant “in the event of the oy being wound w 
event) the further liability should . The case of the New 
Gold Extraction Co. (Limited) v. Peacock (1894, 1 Q. B. 622) shewed that 
the call made on the shareholders was not ulird vires. That being so, the 
debt was incurred, and the creditors who could not get their money must 
have recourse to proceedings under the Winding-up Act, 1890, and present 
their petition. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect.— Counsan, Cocens- 
Hardy, Q.C., Buckley, Q.0., and Ingle Joyce ; Finlay, Q.C., Phipson Beale, 
Q.0., and 8. Dickenson. Soxicrrors, Hollams, Sons, Coward, ¢ haley ; 
Murray, Huichina, Stirling, § Murray. 


{Reported by W. S#aLionoss Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law:) 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


—North, J., 27th 


Locat Boaro—Byz-Laws—Naw Srrests—Pamcrrat Srazer. 


The bye-laws of the defendant board enacted that 
shall, “if it bea 
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gil 
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E 
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street 

ncn Deets alia) 
contended on behalf of the that the said new street been 
shewn ee ey mae was WB ay street ** the 
aoe Ae ‘endant board's bye-laws, that, therefore, it must 
Norru, J., in the courre of his judgment read the laws above re- 
feared $0, abd conttaush 1 ib vas teapanied en babel a0 the piloale 
that this was a street, and therefore it be 36 ft. wide. 
Now in my it is not in these to lay down 


dismissed with costs.—Cov Swinfen C., ; 
J. Wright ; yy and. B. J. Nalarett. 
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Soricrrors, Bell, Brodrick, ¢ , for 
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{Reported by R. Siem, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re OGILVIE, LEIGH ». OGILVIE—North, J., 2nd March. . 
Lunatic not so Fourp— 
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Weatherhead & Knowles, Bradford ; 
Wright, Bradford ; Ullithorne, Ourrey, ¢ Vil- 
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thereof to Mrs. Townsend during her life for her separate use and 
wer of anticipation, and after her death to stand seised or 
the said estates in trust for such person or persons as she 
by her will t, and in default of and subject to any such 
‘appointment the testator gave the said estates to the said Mrs. Townsend, 
and 8, for ever. The said John Ward died in 1861, and 
decease — ~ yarn were a saeetes —_ to 
hold property devised by the testator. . Townsend died in 
py her will renvos te § the of appointment given to her 
ohn Ward as aforesaid, directing her trustees to sell all the 
estates at H., and to assure the same to the purchaser or 
or their heirs and — re pemeee In com- 
tion the trustees put up the said — estates to 
m, tracing their title the will of John Ward 
and stating in the conditions of sale that all the trustees of that 
were dead. The purchaser objected to this title, on the ground that 
trustees of John Ward’s will had been admitted tenants on the roll, 
devolution of the legal estate had been shewn. He contended that 
entitled must be admitted as tenant on the roll at the expense 
so that a proper surrender could be made to the purchaser. 
vendors replied that this was unnecessary, as the legal estate was in 
vested in the trustees of John Ward’s will for the life of the 
life, and after the death of the latter it vested in the purchaser, 
her will, whereby she exercised the power of appoint- 
to her by the said will of John Ward. This was a summop 
bak the vendors for a declaration that they : 
plied WIth the purchaser s requisition and that they had 
in Accordance ph the particulars and conditions. 
Feb. 19.—Srimtixc, J.—I am of opinion that the requisition has not 
sufficiently complied with. The question I have to decide is whether 
trustees of the will of John Ward took the legal estate in these copy- 
holds. Itis to be observed that the devise includes both freehold and 
hold estates, but it bas been decided by the late Master of the 
W. R. 670, L. R. 20 Eq. 166) that, although 
ne determination of the question of what 
trustees _of a will can take in the case of both classes of 
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: in_applying those rules, the question as to the freeholds 
nd Cop) hold mu t be decided respective ' ne circumstance 
that Both are comprised in the same devise. [His lordship here read 
fromtit® Master of the Rolls” judgment at p. 175: ‘‘Now I come 


to treat . . . reference to the Statute of Uses.’’] In the 
vege case freeholds and copyholds were given to the trustees, their 
and assignees, upon trust to pay the rents and profits, reading it 
, to Mrs. Townsend, during her life for her separate use. There is 
no question that they took the legal estate during her life. Among the 
which are to be applied to gifts both of freehold aud copyhold 
to trustees is this, that where you find words of devise to trustees 
, then those words are to have their full natural effect as 
estate of inheritance to the trustees, unless something is found 
will which cuts that estate down in some determinate 
: Doe v. Davies (1 Q. B. 430), Podd v. Watson (6 E. & B. 606), and 
v. Walters (22 W. R. 209, L. R. 17 Eq. 252). I need not go through 
the two former are sufficiently dealt with for my 
by Jessel, M.R., in the last one. [His lordship here read from 
of the Rolls’ judgment at p. 261 (L. R. 17 Eq.): ‘‘ Now the first 
observation . . . less than a fee simple will do’’ on p. 263.] Applying that 
rule to the present case, I ask what less estate than an estate of in- 
satisfy the words of this will? The testator directs that 
er the decease of Mrs. Townsend the trustees are to stand 
possessed ‘of the said estates in trust (in effect) for such 
and sg as she shall by will appoint. Now those words 
my . that they were to take an estate lasting beyond 
Mrs. Townsend. At what definite point, then, can the estate 
tt down? The only suggestion is that it is to be found in the words 
gift to Mrs. Townsend, her heirs and assigns, in default of 
tment. It is said that there is to be found there something in the 
of an executory devise of the copyholds in default of appointment. 
that to be so, then, as it seems to me, Mrs. Townsend has, by 
made a direction, limitation, or appointment of this property, 
has directed her executors to sell her copyhold estates and to 
them to the — thereof. That seems to me, having regard 
decisions in Holder v. Paxton (2 Wils. 400) and Glass v. Richardson (2 
. & G, 658), to operate as a direction to appoint to the purchaser. 
that that direction ought to be read as effect with refer- 
the legal estate d to Mrs. Townsend. But it seems to me 
I were to read the will of John Ward as giving her such an estate, 
g from the rule, as there would be no definite or 
ascertainable period at which the estate of the trustees would be 
determined, and, looking at the will as a whole, I should, if it were neces- 
ft, be inclined to hold that the estate devised to Mrs. 
and assigns, was equitable, and not legal. But 
assuming that the contention of the vendors is correct, I think that Mrs. 
Townsend _ really given a direction or made an apeninens 7 <4 
J» 
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will within the menning of the will of John Ward, and consequen 
the events which have happened, the 1 estate remains vested in the 
trustees of his will. I have only to that, and I may add that, in so 
deciding, I am not in any way d from the decision of v. 
(5 Taunt. 382). The words of the will in that case were i 
devise of copyholds to trustees and their heirs in trust to 


her life for 


rents or to pay the same to A. di 
estate and interest, the testatrix 


» subject to 
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spctatasent tp the righ betes should by will appoint, and in 





t to the right heirs of A, It is to beo that: 


there nothing was said as to the trustees standing possessed of an 

after the death of A., but the will starts afresh, after the gift of the life 
interest, and makes a new devise to such persons as she, A., should 
appoint, and that, in default, to her right heirs, That is in a different 
form from the devise in the will in the present case. I hold that in this 
respect the vendors have not sufficiently complied with the requisitions. 
Summons dismissed.—Counrn1, 7. 7. Methold and A. Beddall. Soxtcrrors, 
Gepp & Sons; W. Rogers. 


[Reported by Anruur Morrow, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Winding-up Cases. 
THE LEASEHOLD INVESTMENT CO. — Vaughan 
Williams, J., 6th March. 


Company — DenenturEs — Practice—Action ny DERBENTURE-HOLDERS—~ 
DECLARATION OF CHARGE. 


CHARLWOOD +. 









s of 
> Ber Charce B DrOnerLy oO he company. 
‘AUGHAN WILLIAMS, J., said nat it wae not Mie pea atm nel| 
declaration in a like the present, an é@ minutes must be 
e dec in. —Counsgi, E. C. Macnaghten; A. J. 
Chitty. Sorscrrors, Rodgers ¢ Co. ; Hargrove § Co. 
[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—Qusen’s Bench Division. 
NEVILL v. THE FINE ARTS INSURANCE CO. (LIM.)—4th March. 


Lipset — Corporation — Liantiry — Privitraen Occasion — Excess or 
PriviLeGE—MALIce. 


This was the further consideration of an action tried before Pollock, B., 
and a special jury, in which the plaintiff sued the defendant company to 
recover damages for an libel contained in a circular letter issned 
by the company to their sub-agen mers e effect that the 

ncy oO n closed by the directors, whereas accord- 
ing to the plaintiff's case he himself had resigned his position as agent to 
the defendants. The questions left to the jury were: (1) Was the circular 
letter a libel or not? (2) Was it written falsely and maliciously? (3) Did 
the words mean that the plaintiff was dismissed from the defendants’ 
employment for some reason discreditable to himself? The jury answered 
the first question in the affirmative, bat did not answer the other two 
questions. In answer to two further questions’ they found (a) that the 
statement made by the defendants was untrue; (4) that the defendants 
exceeded the privileged occasion by stating that the agency of the plaintiff 
had been closed by the directors. They assessed the damages at £100. 
On theee findings counsel for the defendants moved that judgment should 
be entered for the defendants on the grounds that the words were not 
capable of a defamatory meaning, that ‘the occasion was privileged, that 
there could be no libel on a privileged occasion without proof of express 
malice, and that a corporation was incapable of such express malice. It 
was contended for the plaintiff that the libel was issued by an officer of 
the defendant company in the interests of that company, and that the 
defendants were therefore responsible for the wrongful act of their 
servant. 

Pottocx, B., in the course of a considered judgment, after stating the 















facts and hol that the letter in question was capable of being treated 
as a libel and @ question which ought to be decided by the jury 
(Capital and Counties tv. — 7 App. Cas. 741), continued: The 
jury 0 e letter to be a libel, no further question would have 
arisen were it not that the occasion upon which it was published was said 
to be ° neLne Dat Was 80 0) no is @ ms : if) avi 0 De 
at by the e@ (Somerville v. Hawkins, 10 C. B. 583; Taylor v. 

aw ; Cooke v. Wildes, 3 E. & B. 328); and the letter 


ns . BD. 
having been sent to the defendants’ customers with a view to inform them 
of a fact which related to the mode in which their business would in future 
be carried on, I told the jury that the occasion which required the writing 
of some such letter was privileged. It was then contended for the plain- 
tiff that, although the occasion was privileged, that part of the letter 
which stated that the plaintiff’s agency had been closed by the directors 
was uncalled for by the requirements of the occasion, and, therefore, in 
extess of the pri which attached to and protected the rest of the 
letter. This was to the jury, and they found it in favour of the 
plaintiff. The question now arises whether, upon this fiading, the verdict 
ought to be entered for the plaintiff. In considering the two 


pal matters to be borne in mind were—first, that the defendants 

were a corporation, and, secondly, that the excess found by the 

jury was not by reason of any extrinsic or personal act or conduct, 

ut that it was intrinsic and arising from language used in the 

letter which was injurious to the plaintiff and 
ts' 


Frere the 


for the 
to the defendants’ customers of what had occurred. 
fendants are a limited company and a corporation, and it is 
liable to an actiox 
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occasion is alleged—whether that excess is extrinsic or intrinsic—to ask 
the jury if the excess was such that they would infer a malicious inten- 
tion on the part of the defendant. Indeed, when considering the 
libellous conduct of an individual it is difficult to exclude the of 
motive. Whether it is necessary that the jury should come to the same 
conclusion where the defendant is a corporation and the al excess is 
intrinsic has never, as far as I can find, been decided. If the matter be 
dealt with apart from authority the logical consequence of well-established 
principles on which the law of libel is grounded leads to the conclusion 
that the plaintiff is entitled to succeed although there had been no finding 
against the defendants of exprees malice. It was decided many years ago 
by the case of Mercer v. Sparks (Noy, 35), that. a declaration in slander was 
sufficient, although the averment quod malitiose dixit was omitted because 
ihe words themselves were malicious; and in accord with this, in Rez v. 
Harvey (2 B. & ©. 257) and Haire v. Wilson (9 B. & C. ) it was held 
that even i : indictmen 0 ibe e need po be rerred _ 0! 
roved. re 



































co 


p e judgmen 

latter case and to the judgment of Bayley, J., in _— v. 
Prosser (4 B. & ©. 247), and continued:—] In Whitfield v. The South- 
Eastern Railway Co. a declaration against a corporation for libel was 
demurred toupon the ground that there was no averment of malice. The 
court held this to be unnecessary, and Lord Campbell, in delivering 
judgment, said :—‘* The demurrer to the declaration in this case can only 
be supported on the ground that the action will not be without proof of 
express malice, as contradistinguished from legal malice. But if we yield 
to the authorities which say that in an action for defamation malice must 
be alleged (notwithstanding authorities to the contrary), this allegation 
may be proved by shewing that the publication of a libel took place by 
order of the defendants, and was therefore wrongful, although the 
defendants had no ill-will to the plaintiffs and did not mean to injure 
them. Therefore, the ground on which it is contended that an action for 
a libel cannot possibly be maintained against a corporation aggregate fails.’’ 
These explanations of what constitute a libel seem to me to be the true 
foundation of the decisions by which it has been held that a conpenntion 
may be found guilty of a libel, although no ne can be attri- 

e fi DU : 3 















a 8) ree ‘ action between 
the rule of law whereby a corporation is liable primd facie for a libel and 
that whereby it is sought to make it liable for publishing what is false and 
calculated to injure any one upon an occasion which was privileged 
making of a neceseary and proper statement, but not privileged for the 
making of the statement complained of, which was unnecessary and im- 
proper? Mast not the epee to prevail be sufficient to cover not 
merely the occasion but the particular used? Or, in other words, 
does not a plaintiff succeed if he proves that the occasion did not py 
the defendant in making a portion of the communication the ue of 
which was justifiable? In considering the character of the language used 
upon a privileged occasion, it may be that juries ought not to be over 
critical as to its force or warmth, inasmuch as, if the occasion was lawful, 
mere use of words that were stronger than the occasion demanded ought 
not to make that a libel which expressed in milder terms would not be so, 
but this applied almost with equal force to the original question of libel 
or no libel. In Warren v. Warren (1 C. M. & R. 250) the defendant wrote 
a letter to a person who had the management of property in which both 
the plaintiff and defendant were interested, and the terms of the letter 
mostly related to such property, but it contained aleo a charge — the 
plaintiff of bad conduct to his relations. A verdict having been found for 
the plaintiff, on a motion for a new trial Parke, B., said:—‘‘So far 
as related to the common property, the letter ht be confidential, but, 
with regard to that part which reflected on the tiff’s conduct to his 
mother and aunt, it is impossible to hold that the defendant was privileged. 
The manager could have nothing to do with that.’ When the authori- 
ties are referred to, some difficulty arises, no doubt, from the ueer by 
judges of the words ‘‘express malice’’ when dealing with the im- 
proper use of a privile occasion. ‘These expressions have, how- 
ever, often been found fault with and explained away even where 
the defendant was an individual. In the Capi ies Bank v. 
Lord Blackburn said :—‘‘ If the occasion is suc t there was ei a 
‘duty, though perhaps only of imperfect obligation, or a right to make the 
ublication, it is said that the occasion rebuts the of malice, 
ut that malice may be proved, or I should prefer to say that he is not 
answerable for it so long as he is acting in com th that duty or 
exercising that right, and the burden of f is on those who allege 
he was not so acting.” In Abrath y. The North-Eastern Railway Co. (11 
App. Cas. 247) in which it was decided that an action for malicious pro- 
secution will not lie against a corporation upon the ground that a corpora- 
tion was incapable of malice or motive, Lord Bramwell, in of the 
liability of a corporation, said:—‘‘So also they may be liable for the 
publication of a libel. That unfortunate word ‘ malice’ has got into cases 
of actions for libel. We all know that a man may be the publisher of a 
libel without a particle of malice or improper motive. Therefore, the case 
is not the same as where actual and malice is necessary. Take the 
case where a person may make an untrue statement of a man in writing, 
not privil on account of the occasion of its publication ; he would 
liable although he had not a particle of malice against the man.” For 
these reasons the plaintiff is entitled to have the verdict entered for him. 
In coming to this conclusion I have not overlooked that a 
a be held liable for a libel upon the principle that they were - 
sible for the acts of their autho: agents when done for the of 
the ae gang and in pursuance of the objects for which it was incor- 
porated, nor that there is some authority for saying that a corporation 
might be guilty of malice. The affirming of either of these propositions 


for the | the 


would, however, give risé to somewhat technical arguments, and-I 


to rest my judgment upon what to be sounder basis 
Sos che libel 2 question fa question of malice, a 
act in furtherance of the 4 for which, as for 


wrongful acts, a company is libel although it be body. 
Judgment for the plaintiff for £100.—CounsmL, Finlay, Q.C., and Poyser ; 
Sir EB. Clarke, Q.C., and Bankes. - Soutcrrons, R. C. 
Gibson, § Medcalf. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.} 


WIRRAL HIGHWAY BOARD v. NEWELL—15th January and 5th March. 
Hicuway—Reram—Extraonpmary Expansss—Sunveror’s Oxrriricats 
—HicHways anp Locomotives Amznpment Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. ¢. 

77), 8. 23. 

Case stated by the justices of the county of Chester under 42 & 43 Vict. 
c. 49. This case involved the question as to whether or not the certificate 
of a surveyor of highways; under section 23 of 
Locometives Act, 1878, in respect of meron 
traffic on certain roads, was invalidated by reason it — other 
highways besides the one in question. On the 7th of December, 1893, the 
surveyor of the Wirral oa hyp ee Peg enn 
ex to the extent of £285 6s. 11d. had been incurred by the 
Highway Board in the of 


in . 
Storeton, serge pr Pm 2 9 wagner hy ve months 
reason of extraordinary traffic caused by the of the 
John Newell. On the 14th of December, 1893, the appellants de 
payment of that sum, but it was not paid. On the 3let of May, the extra- 
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tion, and it was s : : 
rectified by the issue of a second certificate. 
Cook v. Ipswich Local Board was cited ; 
are essentially different. 
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the respondent.—Covnsz1, Bicongust, Q.0.; A. A. Zobin. Soxrcrrons 
Ourlifica $ Davenport, for J. Churton, Chester ; Yates, Johnson, $ Leach. 
(Reported by C. G. Wrtsranam, Barrister-at-Law. | 





TAYLOR v. GATES—C. A. No. 2, 4th March. 
Soutcrron—Arripavit usep 1x Cuampers—DuTy to Firz—R. 8. C., 


XXXVIII., 10, 15. 
This was an appeal from a decision of Day, J., at cham 
tOrTrasnip dismissed lication e plaintif : 
fhe defendant | nould be Ordered to file 


bers, whereby 
by th i 

been sworn by the deiendgu ne 

fh application 


solicitor for 
ni 


B Yacts Were us Yollows: In the action 
was made by the plaintiff by summons under order 14 for 
ment in respect of a sum of £891. On the 10th of January this sum- 
‘came before the master, and he made an order that the defendant 
rae ped a fog court assum of £500. The defendant appealed against 
that to the judge, and the matter was heard before Day, J., on the 
‘26th of January. For the purposes of that appeal the affidavit in question 
peed oe emg and sworn by the defendant, and a copy thereof was 

to the plaintiff. a the hearing of the ap; to the jud 

uestion were stated relied on by 

ved for the t, and he undertook that the 
filed. Day, J., dismissed wor and, at the re- 
affidavits used to be 
laintiff 






















counsel who 
affidavit should. 

te plaintiff, indorsed on the summons “‘ 
.’ The affidavit in question was not, however, filed. The 
took ing that the defendant’s solicitor should De 
‘Detors Day, J:; on tie 29th of 
January, but as at that time negotiations for a settlement of the action were 
pending, his lordship made no order on that summons. Thereupon the 
plaintiff gave notice to the defendant of his intention to appeal against such 
refusal, but did not enter the appeal or take any yer gee me 
uf it, and the defendant's solicitor was aware that plaintiff had not 
entered it or taken any such other proceedings. Subsequently the action 
between the plaintiff and defendant was compromised, and the plaintiff 
informed the defendant's solicitor that he did not intend to prosecute his 
Fhensey The defendant's solicitor, however, by a letter of the 7th of 
stated in effect that, as he had delivered his briefs to counsel 
the eppeel, he could not assent to the plaintiff discontinuing his 


upon 

appeal, required payment from the plaintiff of about £20 in re- 
spect of the costs which he had incurred in respect of the appeal. In 
reply to that letter of the 7th of F the plaintiff stated that he 


of 
should proceed with the appeal in order to have it decided who was in the 


zy, L.J., in delivering his 
se was a very importan' 








judgment, stated that he considered 
with 








one. me ¢ 
had g r not doing 
> & o the fact that 
are often used before Being fled, but that was on an undertaking 

or implied, that they shoulda be fled. he solenee area UL 
d handed over the aftid to his client ; but his counsel ha 
play ety ty Ag aby-ee Having to the lette 
'y, and to the fact that the plaintiff did not press for 
the filing of the affidavit, the only order on the appeal would be that the 
defendant solicitor should pay the costs. 

. L. Suara, L.J., concurred.—Oounset, Atherlcy Jones; Cyril Dodd, 

Q.0., and Oluer. Sottcrrors, Hurford § Taylor ; Marriott § Conder. 
(Reported by W. Scorr Tuomrsox, Barrister-at-Law. | 












LAW SOCIETIES, 
THE SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


At the twentieth annual meeting of the society, held at the 
Rooms, Hoole’s Chambers, k-street, Sheffield, on Thureday, the 28th 
of February, 1895, at 3.30 o’clock p.m.—Present: Mr. Edward Thomas 

in ‘the chair, and M J. ©. Auty, Barber, Earker, 
Binney, Bowman, E. Bramley, H. Bramley, C. A. Branson, G. 

bers, Dust, Emmett, Esam, Foster, Greaves, Gunstone, 

T. W. Hall, Howe, Kesteven, Machen, A.'E. Maxfield, Neal, Parker, 
J. W. Pye-Smith, Ruseell, W. Smith, Stacey, R. G. 

Vickers, and Mesers. E. T. Harrop, F. L. H 4 


Rotherham); Alderson (Eckington), and J. ‘ 
The netive Given the weeies vidiaass isle 
been talcen as read, it was resolved: sol dite 3 
1. That the report presented by the committee be received, confirmed, 


and pv yo 

ni yur, be approvod cod passod, and that the thanks of the solty Be 
’ of the 
ede tn his services. a 


8. ‘That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Edward 


Fo yee ofp t, for the ability with which he has filled the 
+h palin he has given to his duties during the past 
4. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Herbert 








Bramley for the able manner in which he has discharged the office of 
honorary secretary from the commencement of the society. 

5. That Mr. Charles Edmond Vickers be elected the president; Mr, 
Herbert Bramley be elected the vice-president; Mr. Arthur Wightman be 
re-elected the treasurer; and Mr. H. Bramley be re-elected the secretary 
of the society. 

6. That the following gentlemen be hereby appointed to act with the 
officers mentioned in the last resolution as the committee for the ensuing 
year, viz.: Messrs. H. W. Chambers, W. Dust, T. Gould, H. N. Lucas, 
A. Neal, D. M. Nicholson (Wath), J. K. Parker, R. Pashley (Rotherham), 
E. T. Moore, R. Benson, J. wm F. L. Harrop (Rotherham), A. E, 
Maxfield, F. P. Smith, and W. Smith. 

7. That Mesers. R. J. Wake and E. W. Pye-Smith be appointed the 
auditors of the society for the ensuing year, and that the best thanks of 
the society be given to Messrs. R. J. Wakeand W. F. Smith for their kind. 
ness in auditing the accounts for the last year. 

8. That the thanks of the society be given to C. B. Stuart Wortley, Esq., 
Q.C., M.P., for his attention to the matters laid before him by the com- 
mittee, and for prints of the public Bills brought into the House of 
Commons during the past session, which he has forwarded to the com- 
mittee. 

9. That in view of the circular of the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, 
dated the 20th of February, 1895, offering, at any time hereafter, without 
charge or penalty, to stamp conveyances of land, in which conveyances 
rent charges are apportioned, or assignments of leaseholds, in which 
assignments the ground reut is apportioned, when such deeds are dated 
before the 1st of January, 1895, members of this society be recommended 
not to require vendors of property to stamp such deeds on the occasion of 
a purchase of property, when suc sampling could be required. 

10. That the members of the Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society 
now assembled, who are members of the Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom, are willing that their annual subscription to that 
society, after the year 1895, shall be increased to one guinea. 

Epwarp Tuomas Moore, Chairman. 

11. That the thanks of the meeting be given to the chairman for 


presiding. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honovrs Examination, 

January, 1895. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 

First Cxass. 
[In Order of Merit.] 
Moses Hyman Isaacs, who eerved his clerkship with Mr. James Bishop 
Hartley, of London. 
Szconp Crass. 
{In Alphabetical Order.] 
Edward Milligen Beloe, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Beloe, sen., of King’s Lynn. 

John T Graham, who served his clerkship with Mr. Francis 
Thomas Steavenson, of Darlington. 

Charles Henry William Osborn, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Wyatt Digby, of London; and Mr. Archibald Edward Young, of 


8. 
Mean Thomas Redfern, who served his clerkship with Mr. Francis 
Redfern, of Birmingham. 
Roderick Mackenzie Scott, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Budd, 
Brodie & Hart, of London. 

James Stobie, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Copson Fowke, 

of Birmingham. 
Turrp Oxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Archibald Lindsay Careless, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Robinson Smith, of Swansea. 

Charles James Cha; , who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Darbishire, Tatham & Worthington, of Manchester. 

Gilfrid Gordon , who served hia clerkship with Mr. Mark Whyley, 
of Bedford ; and Mr. Jobn Yates Landon, of the firm of Messrs. Speechly, 
Mumford, Landon & Rogers, of London. 

Thomas Dowling, who served his clerkship with Mr. John William Teale, 
of the firm of Messrs. Man, ‘Teale & Tomlinson, of Bishop Auckland. 

Robert Epton, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Scorer, of the 
firm of Messrs. Burton, Scorer & White, of Lincoln; and Mesers. Page & 


Scorer, of London. 
Reginald Thomason Gould, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
— Sawtell, Heywood & Oo., of London. 
Harris Hayward, who served his —— with Mr. Henry 
Marriott Richardson and Mr. Percy Marsh, both of Bolton. 


Wi BS 
James, who served his clerkship with Mr. George Frederck 
James, of the firm of Mesrs. James & Barton, of B 
Gilbert Buttler Kennett, who eerved 


Buttler Kennett, of Norwich. 





a) 


J ae. who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
and Mr. William Thomas Green, both of Wigton. £ 

Huntley, who served his clerkehip with Mr. George Septimus __ 

of London. 3g 


his clerkehip’ with Mr. George — 
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Joseph Lloyd, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alun Lloyd, of Rhyl. 
George Joseph Pomery, who served his Noe py Bw og Robert Leigh, 
of Beaminster ; and Mr. Philip John Rutland, of 5 
Tom Redfern, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Challinor & Shawe, 
of Leeds ; and Messrs. Marten, Cutler & Co., of London. 

John Walter Robson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
Heywood Blears, of Manchester. 

Jobn Olarke Snowden, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Richardson Wood, of the firm of Messrs. H. & J. R. of York. 

Frank Oliphant Tomkins, who served his clerkship with Mr. Theodore 
Thorowgood, of the firm of Messrs. Thorowgood, Tabor & Hardcastle, of 
London. 


The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Isaacs—Prize of the Homonsatiie Society of Clement’s Inn— 
value about £10 ; the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 8 

To Mr. Stobie—‘ The John Mackrell Prize’—value about £12. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Sixty-two candidates gave notice for the examination. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Hexzext C. Laprvry, solicitor, 1, Budge-row, Cannon-street, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for 1 g the Acknowledgments of 
Deeds of Married Women for the City and County of London. Mr. Lad- 
bury, who is a commissioner for oaths and a perpetual commissioner for 
the county of Surrey, was admitted in Trinity Term, 1872. He was 
educated at Sir Rodger Cholmondley’s School, Highgate. 


The Hon. Tuomas Henry Writ1aM Pe.uam, barrister-at-law, has been 
appointed to assist the Board of Trade with the complaints as to railway 
rates and charges made by traders under the Railway and Canal Traffic 
Acts, 1888 and 1894. Mr. Pelham’s offices will be at 41 and 42, Parlia- 
ment-street, 8.W. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLuTions. 

Tuomas Henry Puitrots and Wiutiiam Artruva Epwarp Heap ey, 
solicitors (Philpots & Headley), Wimbledon. Feb. 26. In future such 
businees will be carried on by the said William Arthur Edward. Headley. 

[ Gazette, March 1. 


BensaMin BacsHawe and Hsnrzy Suevtey Baxxer, eolicitors ( haw 
& Barker), Sheffield. March 1. [ Gazette, March 5. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 


Mesopan Sotomoy, deceased.—Will Wanted.—Any person having the 
Will of Mesodah Solomon, deceased, the Widow of Asher Solomon, late 
of 3, Seafield-villas, West Brighton, is requested to communicale at once 
with Messrs. Lindo & Co, solicitors, Nos. 2 & 3, West-street, Finsbury- 
circus, London, E.C. 


Miss Marcery Leeuine, of 15, Argyll-road, Kensington, deceased.— 
To Solicitors, Bankers, and others.—Any person having in their possession 
any Will made by this lady, who died recently at the above address, is 
requested to communicate with Messrs. Lickorish & Oo.,solicitors, 11, 
Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 





GENERAL, 


The Lord Chancellor has introduced a Bill to amend the Larceny Act, 
1861, and another Bill to consolidate and amend the law relating to per- 
jury and kindred offences. 


Owing to the continued indisposition of Lord Davey the Board of Trade 
Committee appointed to consider a draft Bill to amend the existing com- 
pany law has been adjourned sine die. 


The Times says it is understood that Lord Halsbury, Lord Shand, and 
the President of the Incorporated Law Society will be the next witnesses 
examined by the Select Committee of the House of Commons on Trusts. 


The accounts of Mr. Justice Chitty’s health are favourable. In the 
event of his not being well enough to return on Monday next, Mr. Justice 


pal will hear his lordship’s list of chamber summonses for him on that 
ay. 

Sir Henry James, says the Times, is one of the ‘* backers ’’ of the Court 
of Criminal Appeal Bill, introduced by Mr. Hopwood. The measure is 
brought in by reason of the svsmimeeadion of the judges, ccntained in 
their report in 1892, to the Lord Chancellor urging the creation of a Court 
of AD ul and Revision of Sentences in Criminal Cases ; and it is a copy of 
the introduced by the Attorney-General (Sir H. James), the one 
7 (Sir William Harcourt), and the Solicitor-General (Sir F. 
Herschell) in 1883 as jt was amended and reported to the House by the 

Committee on Law. The only additions are such as are required 
to carry out the recommendations of the judges (1) for the of 
sentences, and (2) for reference to the court for its decision of any case by 
the Secretary of State or Lord Licutenant in Ireland. : 








tion, which was some time to give effect to the 
of Sir Ilbert, was on the 27th ult. The chair 

was taken by the Lord . On the motion of the Lord Chancellor 

the following were nominated as the executive committee, Nap gt toe Hg 

add to their number :—Lord Herschell, Mr. , M.P., Mr. J. 

C.B., Judge Chalmers, Mr. Arthur Cohen, Q.0., Mr. Newton ‘Crane, Lord 

Davey, Sir James Garrick, Sir Robert Mr. John Hi 


afi 


dent of the I Law Sir 
James, Q.0., M.P., Master Macdonell, ‘Mr. K. &. 
Professor Maitland, Sir Charlés Lord Welby, 
Professor Westlake, Q.C., and Me. Stokes. 


On the 28th ult. the Lord Chancellor received a deputation from the 
Public Control Committee of the London County +e Tete 


amendment of the law relating to coroners’ inquests. eee 
chairman of the comauiaian, pointed rapreceences t 


system, and said that what the council 
recommendati 
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y assisting 
the ease with which some cases of infantile pace nce ye 
thought the council was wise in pagers 8 of 
law with amendment of the law as to certification. 

might have the opportunity of assisting in giving practical 


improvements. 
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The report of the Sun Life Assurance: Society for the year 1894 
that, after payment of half-yearly dividends of 3s. 9d. per share (or 5 
cent. per annum on the 7 wane, the proprietors’ fund 
from £402,688 to £405,231, premium income was £359,957 
&c., £111,647, which, with other receipts, made a gross 


: 
' 


ii 


£478,635. Payments to policy-holders for claims, &c., amounted to 
£250,679, and expenses of (including commission) to £68,271, 
which, together with other items, made a total outgo of £323,084. 
The assurance fund was increased £155,551 to £2,837,022. Policies were 
issued for £1,126,737, of which £38,000 was reassured, the total new 
premiums being £40,110. This is the new business reported by the 
society in any one year, and has been concurrently with a reduc- 


tion in the rate of expenditure. 


ties, amount to £19,865. Z 

shew an available balance of £8,063, and the directors 0 peng 

reserve £2,677, and to declare a dividend at the rate of 

the year, carrying forward £2,386. 
The twenty-fourth annual report of the Ocean Accident and Guaran 

on ge me (Limited), 4 the 


£136,891, as compared with £95,017 the oo year. The claims 
amount to £56,091 — £46,320 for the corresponding period 
year. The reserve of 

above the paid up capital of £100,000, 

the directors ha very wisely decided to transfer a very considerable 

portion of the profits for the last year to still strengthen this ‘fund, ~ 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rora oy Reoisraans 1 ArrexpaNce on 
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Mr. Justice i>. Justice 
Kexewica. Romer. 
Mr. Godfrey Mr. Rolt 
Leach Farmer 
Godfrey Rolt 
Leach Farmer 
Godfrey Rolt 
Leach Farmer 








Wannixo To mnrenpinc Hovsz Purcuasers AND Lesszes.—Before pur- 
or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
ery Pe. @, at Cranleigh, Surbiton, the wife of Sidney Baxter Bennett, Solicitor, 


of a 
Howmes,— h 1, at Barnard Castle, the wife of J. Hanby Holmes, Solicitor, of a 
daughter. 
DEATHS. 
Amare teh 1, at , Regent’s-park, N.W.., ery Francis Auldjo, 


80, Chester-terrace. 
Law, MLAS Ly 4 10, "King’s Bench-walk, Temple, 
Barnon.—Feb. "Sa, niter t wo days’ illness, at Summer-seat, Seathert’ Norman Barron, 


Curpuey.—March 2, at Hill aes, Earlswood, Surrey, John Robert Childley, of 22, Great 
° 78. 
nee A] iy inst., at the Hollies, Lianishen, near Cardiff, Thomas Henry Ensor, 


Otp axp Rarg Fine Insurance Portcres, &c., wanted to complete a 
[A —Particulars, by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, Loudon. — 
pvt. ] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, March 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep mx Caancery. 
Costa Rica Paciric Gouy Mixine Co, La Petn f indi ¥ ted Feb 27, 
, xo Co, Lamrren— op whaling up, presen e 


to be heard on March 13. Foss & Ledsam, 3, A lane, solurs for petner. 

jeanne f SRSeENS wee Seats the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 

Eowarp Humeuaizs, “7 4" -By an order made Vaughan Williams, J, dated Feb. 

20, it was ordered that the voluntary winding ig Edward Humphries, Limited, be 
pod Aare h Beale & Co, Gt George st, Westminster, solors for petners 

Tumappes Ween Os Woop ay Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April a to 

rticulars of their debts or claims, to Mr 

Edward Gaskell Sackett 17, Low savemenh Nottingham. Clifton, Nottingham, solor 


to liquic 
Care a eee Lomree iy an order made by Vaughan Williams, J., 
it the voluntary winding up of the syndicate be con- 
tind Walker & Rowe, 8, Bucklersbury, agents for inher & Parkin, Stockton on Tees, 


Srannartes or Connwatt. 
Liarrep 1x CHancery. 
Paisce oy Wares Mixe, Linrrep (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION) 





on or before fon 13, to send their names resses, and the particulare of their 
debts or to Ed Ashmead, 2, Drapers’ gdns, E 2 
netts, Truro, solor for liquidator gis ate is 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DEOL VED. 





—Creditors are required, | 


| 


| 





ouve Baaxci Frrexpty Society, Major st Industrial Schools, Kirkdale, rae 
PenniaLt, Matitpa Hayxan, Spitalfields March 21 Greenop & Sons, Gracechurch st 


London Gazette—Turspay, March 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
=" Luarep ix Caancsrr. 
“oxo & Co, Lumrep—Creditors are fired, 
2S Oe wo bs on or before April 17, to send wn 


Leeps axp Nortn or Exotanp es ann Accipent Insuraxce Co, Luntrep—Creditors 
are required, on or before April 26, to addresses, and particulars 
of ther debts or claims, to Reg y Ay" Inchroyd, Leeds, or to Josiah Rhodes, 
Prospect Mille, Morley, Yorks & Kaye, Leeds, solors for ——- 
Paerstox Eseries Tyne axp Vatve Co, Taxces xCy tx LaguIDATIOx) Credi > 


oe before fons, Reh > oon thelr samen 
Bcuucoares inna L Gin Cot Gp, Linrran~ Creditors 


J.T. en Woodhouse, 17, eddremes, and the 





why eee wah ~ serge Corporation st, Birmingham 
are ae pr yd on or before March 23, to | 

ulars of their debts or claims, to 
. solors for liquidators 


their debts or claims, to Daniel Hill, 1 | 





addresses, and Particulars of ¢ their aebes : 
| ‘Wuarry, Fearcis Witt1am, Foochow, Chiaa April2 Weyman & Weyman, Ludlow 


County Pauatine or Lancasten. 
Lawrrep rx Cuancery. 
Bury axp Extoy Commenciat Co, Limrrep—Petn 4 , presented March 9 
directed to be heard at the Assize 


Courts, , on Monday, March 
25, at 10.30. be etabes & hen te 4, Bank st, yoo for Notice of 


must reach the abovenam not later than 6 0 in the oon of March 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
* Pape or ov Kagan No. 3 Wrightington District Independent Order of Foresters, Halton 
; Westhead, k, Lancaster. 


Castle Inn. Feb 23 
Sanctuary Prive or THE oy Ancient Order uf Shepherds, Reading Rooms, High 
st, Bagshot, Surrey. Feb 23 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 22. 
Corse.uis, AnTHUR pisnsppen, Toomey Gent ay 23 Attwood v Corsellis, Keke- 
wich, J Corsellis & prcnsy Sn" Chance1 
De oo Lay Hon. %.¢ ARD SouTHWEL! ty Baron, Viet henna EO Westminster April 
8 | De Clifford v Quilter and De Clifford North, J Harrison, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
“eo 3 Canes, Cleaned, Tipperary March 25 FitzGerald v FitzGerald, Regis. 
r, 
Hoars, Fueperick, ——— ‘Southampton, Innkeeper March 22 Clark v Hoare, 
Chitty, J Warner, W 


orecroft, Liv: 
, Winchester 
Witiams, OHS, Bristol March 13 Williams v Williams, Chitty, J Usher, Bristol 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or CLam. 

London Gazette.—Tuxsvay, Feb. 26. 
Asaovs, Estaenr, Gosforth April1 Stanton & Atkinson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Barper, Euyia, Clapham March 25 Lidiard & Co, Gt James st 
Berrsox, Cuartes Harnisoy, Beckenham March 30 Langdale, Holborn Viaduct 
Browsixe, Kate, Bangor March25 Jones, Bangor 
Cuapwick, Many, Mottram, Chester April 6 Darnton & Bottomley, Ashton under Lyne 
Crapoocx, Anyz Rassitrs, Bath March 30 Nalder, Shepton Mallet 
wee Dowager Duchess of, Belgrave sq March 30 Ingram & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Epwarps, Avoustus, Chiswick March 30 Corbin & Greener, Gresham st 

Garsurt, Ratru, York,Gent March 26 Jackson & Jackson, Middlesborough 
Gitper, Hanxan, Burley, York March 27 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 

Giixes, Evcar, Grange over Sands, Gent April13 Bolton & Bolton, Kendal 
Harvey, Georez, Tottenham Ctrd, Carman April4 Hands, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Hoorsgr, Exiza Suiru, Exeter March 31 Andrews & Co, Dorchester 

Hopkins, Avicia, Clifton March 25 Mathews & Co, Birmingham 

Hoveurtoy, Jou, Elton, Bury, Grocer March 31 Crompton, Bury 

Hove, Susaxyan, West Hampstead March 26 Bird, Stoke Newington 

Humenzsys, Gzorce Taomas, Brighton, Boot Merchant April16 Maydwell, Brighton 
Huzzsy, Henry Atragp, Newport, Mon March 28 Lyne & Co, Newport, Mon 
Joxgs, Joux, West Bromwich, Porter March 15 Rankin & Miller, West Bromwich 
Kay, Mrs Ross Lovisz, Earls Court rd March 30 Rowcliffes & Co, Bedford row 
Lopes, Fraxces Exiza, Sheffield March 16 Aizlewood, Rotherham 

Macuiver, Ayxg, Bristol April13 Gwynn & Masters, Bristol 

Maartiy, Granvitze, Totnes March 29 Chilcott & Chilcott, Tavistock 

Orme, Evizasetu Axx, Weston super Mare April8 Shelton & Co, Wolverhampton 
Panxer, Capt Rosert Town ey, Piccadilly March 30 Rowcliffes & Co, Bedford row 
Parr, James Avexanper, Auckland, Gent March 30 Shaen & Co, Bedford row 
Pearsoy, James, Thornton, York, Farmer March 31 Watson & Co, Cheapside 


Roxsox, James Russet, Torquay, Esq March 31 Kitsons & Co, Torquay 

Secar, Lavra Mary, Liverpool March 30 Hosking, Liverpool 

Suackxietor, Rocer, Lees, York March 20 Ellis, Keighley 

Siarer, Joux Tuomas, Caledonianrd April3 J J Cummins, Old Broad st 
Tuomas, Erzanon Any Tuompson, Carshalton April8 H & G Keith, Ely place 
Twenrymay, Atrrep, Croydon March 30 Cooper, Croydon 

Waxe vy, Hewry, Enfield, Schoolmaster April8 Clapham & Co, Bishopsgate 

| Warre, Arrave Beawarp, Regent’s Park April 20 Tathams & Pym, Frederick's pl 


Wurttey, Joseru, Barwick in Elmet, Engineer April 13 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 


| "Woopcare, Ayy Maanta, Hastings March 29 Neve, St Leonard’s on Sea 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, March 1. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. wedi lh? sd J 


| — Cuan.es, ReBeeme, Greengrocer Eastbourne Ce, sons, 


a 3 Seastas, Bodmin, Tailor Truro Pct Feb 26 Congsurs, Bos osase x2 Gnomes, Dal Dolton, Doug Merchant High 


‘eb 4 
Bg _ ore Birmingham 
Ord Feb 26 


Bevix, p Samm, 6 Co, Ruardena, Geesers Hereford Pet Feb | Cooxs, Wiecta, oe Butcher Liecester Pet 


eb 26 


Aiisoy, Witttan, Singeen span Taek , Refreshment House | 26 
Keeper Kingston u Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 | Bicktey, ALpert Epwanop, Bristol, Builder Bristol wet | Cursapest Bos, Hull, Lessee Kingston 
Asnereeme grown, Wateld Horse Dealer monton Se Feb me rig vo Pave upon Hall Pet Feb 16 ere 5 ee 
wire, WILLIAM Corn Miller 0 16 | 
Auxatte, Tuoms ms : Redruth, Material Dealer T Pet pone a > ’ d | Dara Jews Arravur, Leeds “tag Pet Feb 23 Ont 
eb AD, Epwim paves, Cottenien, Revibiater Chelten- 
‘A, Huda rd, Ham Dealer High Pet | : Pet Feb 27 > 2 Done, See eS Millinery Dealer Nottingham 
7 Ord Feb 26 Brovcutox, James dag Calverley, Grocer Bradford | 
Bausy, Bexny Cuaaces, Burbage, Wilts, Grocer Swindon | __ Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 howe Cuantes, and THowas Gretuam, Reading, Plast 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 | Burgoyne, Witt1am Taomas Dove, Kingston = | Pet Feb1z Ord Feb 26 
Dealer Kingston upon Hull Feb 25 


Bagtierr, assem on, Mountain Ash, Gam, Fish | Cyele 
Baxrer, aud trek Baneon ie Cc ood T 
WORTH, INAH DAXT ccrin in, AMPBELL, HOMAS 
fecuihens Blackburn "Or “ Ulverston 


Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 26 


Barrow 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 25 


n ‘Furnes’, Bootmaker 


allerton Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 





Bas 


BESS. 


| Onngont, meta, Moseley Birmingham Pet Dec 21 Ord 
euties: Freep Watxer, Asenby, Innkeeper Northe 7 


Viet: 
Wax: 
Or 
Wir 
mi 
Wi 
25 
Wits 
bri 
Waicu 
p5) 


Youne. 
Pet 
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Hanps, Pet Feb Wits. Rugby, Wine Merchant Coven- 
try 


+, Saree Licensed Victualler High 

Harvey, Lorru i er 

Court Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Haywarp, Rosgrt, Gazeley, Grocer Cambridge Pet Feb 
27 ©Ord Feb 27 

Hewitt, O.tiver, and James Permeeme, Es keote, Boot 
Manufacturers Leeds Pet F 


Hituier, Atyrep Nic#o11s, Southam: ampton, Wath ects 
High Court Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Jour, Witt1am, Swansea, Tailor Swansea Pet Feb 26 
Ord Feb 26 


Jones, Epwarp, Cheltenham, Wheelwright Cheltenham 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
Jouss, haben, 3 plat New Mon, El 
Engineer rt, Mon Pet F Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
Jonvay, prolly ILLIAM, Birmi ay Brass Founder 
Birming 


Pet Feb 23 Ord 

Kay, WitiiaM, oodlesford, Dutcher” Wakefield Pet 
Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Kirre.y, Cuanies, Turf Commission Agent High Court 
Pet Jan 17 Ord Feb 27 

Lawrence, Witu1am, Wednesbury, Licensed Victualler 
Walsall Pet Feb26 Ord Feb26 

Leasox, ARTHUR, Birmingham, a Victualler Bir- 

ham Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 2 

Lewis, Wiui1aMm, Merthyr Tydfil, ieee Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Masor, Jonn Lart, and Bensamin Onice Rutianp, Chel- 
tenham, Tailors Cheltenham Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Muncxrox, Harry Gzorce, Landport, Butcher Ports- 
mouth Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 27 

Mycocx, Wi..1am Srvaine, Rotherham, Hosier Sheffield 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Nayior, Henry Tuomas, Ickham, Quarter Master Can- 

terbury Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Nose, ony Newport, ia Confectioner Newport, 
Mon Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 

Parisu, Wiii1am, Leeds, Hay Dealer Leeds Pet Feb 26 
Ord Feb 26 

Pearsoy, Joseph Henry, Sunderland, Meat Salesman 
Sunderland Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 23 : 

Rees, Joux Tuoomas, Aberkenfig, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Rorer, Frepericx al Chiswick, Draper Brentford 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 

Sueeman, Wore, South Bhiclds, Gono Dealer New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

SLo0c a gous, Bristol, Builder High Court Pet Feb7 
Ord Feb 2 


25 

Surrn, Gzorce, Talk o’ the Hill, Farmer Hanley Pet 
Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Sritter, Atpert, Cilfynydd, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 26 

Surroy, Henry, Mossley, Lodging house Keeper Bangor 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 26 

Txomas, Ricnarp Jongs, Glynceiriog, Grocer Wrexham 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Tomson, Witi14m, Liandaff, Commission Agent Cardiff 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Tuous, Ricnarp, Westley, Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Tix, Joszru, Weston super Mare, Merchant Bristol Pet 
Jan 24 Ord Feb 25 

Vintug, Janez, Bridgend Cardiff Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 


Waxenr, Gzoresr, Leeds, Contractor Leeds Pet Feb 26 
Ord Feb 26 


e 
Witu1ams, Tom Lewis Harry, Birmingham, Hosier Bir- 
mingham Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 25 
wasame, eens, Carnarvon, Butcher Bangor Pet Feb 
2% O 


Feb 25 
sg Grorce WALTER, A ee Builder Cam- 
26 


ridge Pet Feb 26 O 
Banbury Pet Feb 


Waicuton, Jouy, Stuchbury, Farmer 
% Ord Feb 25 

Younc, Jonatuan Lewis, Walthamstow High Court 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apamson, Cuan es, Nottingham, Baker March 8 at 12 
Off Reo, St Peter's Church walk, Nottingham 

Avery, ALbert Rosert, Aylesbury, Innkeeper March 8 
at12 Acting Off Rec, Oxford 

Bovitte, Georce James, m upon Hull, Pianoforte 
Dealer March 9atil Off Rec, Trinity House lane, 


Bowzy, Joun Lewis, Swansea, Grocer March 8 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Bowie, Ay Corn Miller March 14 at 12.30 Off 
Stonegate, York 

Boyp, Wirtran Brown, Darlington, Joiner March 13 at 
3 Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Brovanror, James Henry, Calverley Grocer March 11 at 
ll ff Rec, 31, Manor le Bradford 


Coorsr, Fano, Glossop, Farmer ey Sat 3.30 Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester - 
Covs, Wrasan tant Tottenham, Draper March 8 at 3 


Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple a avenue 
CrowLy, CuaRces FREDERICK sq, Commission 
t March 8 at 2.30 bankruptcy bldg, London 
Dauzs, Georce, Chale, I W, Hotel Proprietor March 9 at 
8 19, Quay st, Ne Iw 
Davisoy, Wim Sutton, South Bank, Bricklayer March 
a Bat 3 Of Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough ei 
exmay, WILLIAM, St Peter’s pk, Carpenter March 8 1 
Bankru 1 London 


Ducxert, Henry ronan Bdge, Kent, Builder March 
Wat9 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Can 

March 8 at 11,30 24, Rail- 

app, London Bridge 

tom (4 Tuomas, Nottingham, Plumber March 8 at 
ll Off Rec, 8t Peter’s Church walk, N 

Hourrey, ALGERNow Guise ——o Thorpe 
Ouak in Holy Orders March 11 at 3 ‘Anting Of Ree, 


Lemay, saan, oo South & Baring March 11 at 2.30 
Lams, Wiis, Ognore Va Lt — ~ pe March 11 


a, M, Fleet, Builder 





at 5 = March 11 at 3 

Ovope, Bes, Es gat March 11 at 11 Off 

Perry, Wahases Henry, Farmer March 9 at 
~ gi 

Pounp, Jouy, Burnt Ash Builder March 11 at 12 24, 

nese > Guonge os CAsene E yas March 
12'at 3 Saracen’s Head Hotel 

Russe.1, Staly’ Tieeeed Victualler March 
8 at 2.30 Ogden’s Bridge st, 


Manchester 
Sanpens, Carusnine, Ryde, Victualler March 
llat 11 19, Quay st, Newport, I W 


Suacourt, Louise Ro - we spre ag 


nance 
Sims, zaBETH Haratet, Ventnor, Stationer March 11 
at 11.30 19, Quay st, Newport, iw 

— mwas ile ee Hh mas ae Grocer Marchilat2 Off 


Widow March 11 
yr 
iaoe ized 39 at 2.20 


on Thames, Hotel b madd 
Gan ety E.izasers, te ve Licensed V "ana | fous 


ALEXANDER oT Hollowa: 
a 4 Wess Grorasz, Nowngham, Milliner 
a? at 2.30 Off Rec, St s Church walk, 
Warts, Frepuicx Grorct, Gloucester, Licensed Victualler 
March 9 at 12 Off Rec, Ee 
Wess, jms he Keeper March 
11 at 11.30 Off Rec, —~ - 


Yorx, Argraur Ferpivanp, Bilbrook, 
chant March 18 ati11 Off Rec, eH -4 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Auuson, Wiiuam, Kingston w ull, Refreshment 
house Keeper Kingston upon aul “Pet Feb 30 Ord 
e 


Avege, =F Bonses, Ay Aylesbury, Innkeeper Aylesbury 

Baley, —~y 9 Susman “Burbage Wilts, Grocer Swin- 
don Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 

Bagtiett, Wassen Hewyry, eutien ae Glam, Fish 
Salesman Aberdare Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Baxren, Intincworts, and Dinan Baxres, Acotagien, 
Pawnbrokers Blackburn Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 

——- CuARLEs, i Truro Pet Feb 25 


Boose, 3 Bags Oas Craven, Cheltenham, Bookbinder Chelten- 


. J Feb *.. Ord +4 27 
UBRGOYNE, ILLIAM 1 HOMAS YLE, 

Cycle Dealer Kingston et Feb 25 Ford 
Furness, Bootmaker Ulver- 


upon Hull 
Feb 25 
Camps, Tuomas, Barrow in 
e ston — Ord Feb 26 
ARBOL! CHAEL, Hanley, Provision Dealer Hanley 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 25 
Cantwaicut, Taomas Geonce, King’s Heath, Clerk Bir- 
Coo mag be 5 atch Leicester Pet 
KE, WILLIAM, er 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
Crow ty, ey Feeperick, Paternoster sq, 
oo 2 ut Ee Feb Ont Feb 23 
ier poe, wu Lessee 
pon Hull Pet Feb 16 Pepto Ork Feb 23 — 
Hatter High Court Pet Nov 
Davem, Joun Anruun, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb 23 Ord 
Mottenpem, 1iny Dealer Nottingham 


Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
Garrom1, Rixa.po, Restaurant Proprietor High 


at12 Off Rec, 665, 
Tuomi, RicHarp, 


aa ge gee 
March 8 a’ 


Davee, Ee Geenes J, 
27 Ord 


Soho, 
" : Fary Wa 19 Ord Feb 26 i 
RICEWOOD, p W. nz, Asenby, Innk ‘orth- 
allerton et Feb 26 € Ord Feb 26 uc 
Hatt, ale Avoustus, and Srayrvorp Jouw Hat, 
Uttoxeter, Butchers Burton on Trent Pet Feb 7 
Ord Feb 11 
Hanps, CHARLES keg J Busby, Wine Merchant 
Coven! Pet Feb 27 
pones, es Guscley, B Suttle Grocer Cambridge 
Heseiwoop, Rosert Tuowas, Burnley, Tailor Burnley 
Pet Janil Ord Feb 
Hewirt, Otiver, and , Bannister, Leeds, Boot 
Manufacturers Leeds Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Hustizs, James Devereux Wituam Lez, 
Court Pet Nov19 Ord Feb 
eae, Swansea, Tailor Swansea Pet Feb 26 


Jonzs, Epwarp, Cheltenham, Wheelwright Cheltenham 
J ag vor Hope Manufacturer York Pet 
ow EPHEN, 

Feb 5 Ord Feb 26 


Haywagp, 


Joint, 
Ord 


Jon Sunset eras, Newport, Mon, Electrical 
in N Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
ae b= B Wakefield Pet 

Ord Feb 27 


Kuagrses, Jone Ms Bat, Hammeramith, Clerk High Court 
Lawrence, Witt1am, Wednesbury, Licensed Victualler 
Walsall Pet Feb'26 Ord Feb 26 
yr Tydfil, Draper Merthyr Tydfil 
Masos, Jonn Larr, and Bensamin Onice Rurianp, 
Cheltenham 


Pet Feb 
M 4 et Masborough, Hosier Sheffield 
¥ ILLIAM iG, 
Pet 26 Ord Feb 26 
Na Huyny Ickham, Kent, Quartermaster 
Pet Febas Ord Feb” 


Page, Teun, fem, ay Dae Leeds Pet Feb 26 


Bristol Pet Jan 24 Oud Be 
Leeds 





W cian Patieed Cadeiivdd, Bikdiae Bangor Pet Feb 

LUI 4 > 

"93 Ord Feb 95 

Wisox, G W. Cambridge, Builder Cam- 
bridge Pet 26 Ord 26 


Youne, Jowaruan Lewis, Walthamstow High Court 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 25 


The Sllontng eaates —_ 

la i 
rien Bet Jan 21. "Ord Feb 21 
London Gasette.—Tunsvay, March 5. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Barrett, Acsert, Halifax, Grocer Halifax Pet Feb 28 
Ord Feb 28 
Bagaratt, " sous, Kaleoser, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
B tom Wi Dealer Ni 
wich Pot Feb 28 “Ord Feb — ve 
Feb 28, Ord Feb 
bay ~ \  rempprhresesaraperas Leeds Pet Feb 27 
Canes Janne, Butcher Newéastle on Tyne Pet March 
Crarx, Many Janez, Matlock Bank, Pork Butcher Derby 
Pet Feb 9 Ord’ March 1 
Conaunae, Jonny, Ay ” spread Northampton Pet 
Cantity; Haney, Crumpall, Agent Manchester Pet March 
Doras, Wate, Sle Leominster Pet March 2. Ord 
Fens, Wiuu N Carriage Builder North- 
rae i Eee ae Pet Mareh 
1 Ord March 1 


as Crank, Bourton on the Water, Ostler Chelten- 
Pet March 1 





ee yy Pepe, Kester, Doses York Pet Feb 

Lane, Ratan Set, Tage ake Derby Pet Feb 27 

Neo, Seay Mandan, Palate Manchester Pet Jan 
Ord 23 

Isaac, Loughor, Collier Carmarthen Pet Feb 19 


3 
SMrallors Gheltenlam "Pet March 1 Ord March wt 
Sie mies Gout 
whee Oke 
Tzzce, Tuomas, Fruit Dealer Wolverhampton 








Nosiz, Puuir, N 
*"Mon Pet feb 20 


ier Semetions « Newport, 
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FIRST MEETINGS. 
AsgErcromst a Caen Agent March 
12 at 12 Carey st 
Apaus, Tuomas Person yard, Farmer March 14 
at2 Off Rec, 45, st, Worcester 
Atuison, Witi1am, Kingston upon Hull, Refreshment 
ngs or eal March 13 at 11 O Off Rec, Trinity House 
wa, Gzonor, Enfield, Horse Dealer March 12 at 
11.30 Ot Ree, 95, Temple chanbes, Temple avenue 
Baces, 6. Seta pk, Provision Dealer March 12 at 11 
Bairey, Hexry Cuanrces, Grocer March 
Bi { Tom 


Wil 
l4at3 Henry C 32, st, Swindon 
. March 14 at 11 Off 





ax 
aay yt age Leicester, Boot 
13 at 12.30 Ree, 1, Berridge st, I st, Leicester 
Beraisrorp, Joszrn, Mow Cop, Carter 
Off Rec, 23, ag owt oe 
pal ye ae 


Burcoyrye, Wasien Tuomas Dove, upon Hull, 
Dealer March 13 at 11°30 Rec, Trinity 


lane, 
Cann, Henny mira, ay +> sg orthampton March 12 at 
eueen aie J vty Br Badal March 
ey RVEY JAMES, 

14 at Heary C Tombe, sMiiboronghy Bad 
Crarxe, Georcz Hewry, Harby, ter March 12 at 

12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge 7 of Leica 
Drug Merchant 


cumead Ropert Gponct, Dalston, 
March 12 at 2 bidgs, Carer ot 

ey tite Loughborough Butcher March 12 at 12 

Cox, Atrrzep Franx, Luton, Greengrocer March 21 at 
10.30 Court Luton 

Cox, Witt1am Henpert, Swansea, Grocer March i2at 3 
Off 81, Alexandra rd, Swansea 


a Jounx —g rt Leeds March 13 at 11 


Poy <o ol 
—, Unian. h, Greengrocer March 13 at 
Of Hen ta Nes 74, New ugh st, Scarborough 
cca Wiu1am, Leeds, Brewer Marchi3ati2 Off 
22, Park row, Leeds 
Garpner, Marx, Bourton on the a. Ostler March 12 
at 2.30 County Court bi: Cheltenham 
Baker March 19 at 2 
West Bromwich 


Giver, Wituam, Smethwi 
Gaze, Sypney Steatu, York st, Esq March 13 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st : 


Off Rec, 


Has, Water Crarxz, Lincoln’s inn, Solicitor March 13 


g—4y March 22 at 3 Off 
mas, 36, Capes of, Pascian 


Hanps, Cuaruzs V by, 
14 at 12 Of Ree sty, tieethocd we. Coven 
Gessiey Grocer ‘March 19 at 12.90 Off 


ee Watch 
at ll bidgs, 
—- a oe Senet , Innkeeper March 14 at 


sale et Bowano, Chalenbas Bass Binchoonith March 12 at 8 





Wine Merchant March 


‘<a sat ang nce Clerk March 14 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Lewis, Huon, Merthyr Tydfil, Flannel Manufacturer 
March 12 at 12 Rec, Merthyr 
Luoyp, Samust, Derby, Rope Maker March 13 at 12 Off 
Rec, St James’s 5 y 
Mason, Joun Lait, and Bexsamix Onicz Rutianp, Chel- 
Tailors March 12 at 3.30 County Court bidgs, 


Masox, pope Battersea p ». Commercial Traveller 


March 13 ilwa: London Bui: 
Migr, Bonnar, sao Vale. : . March mr 8 
Off Rec, 65, High 


Naywor, Henry 5 Tuowi, Tk siden, en it, Quartermaster 
March 15 at 12 Off Reo, 73, Castle st, amen 
Tyee Fess, Llandaff, Commission Agent March 14 
Off Ree,’ 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Tiny, fi , Merchant March 13at2 Off Rec, 
‘Whitehall chm ehmbrs, 23, Colmore row, 
ine =! Exizapern, Licensed Vic- 


Middleton. 
ualler March 13 at 2.30 Off Rec, oat James's chuibrs, 
Wasp, Gh Mostborengh ot March 13at11 Bank- 
Warsox, auras Kexwosray, Southport March 13 at 3 
Off Rec, 35, fe, Groner 


wank = 2 March 15 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 28, Stonega 
Wuirs, ep  Ostod Boot Factor March 14 


at 12 oF Ae, 
Groncte ah asl Cambridge, Builder 


Wit.s0% 
12 at 12 Off Rec, Cary, Cam 
Woes Ses ft ing A Cems 
3.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
aes aiiieae’ fee Cat pub- 
Garey, een foe Nottingham, Sambo March at 
11’ Off Reo, St Peter's Church walk, Nottingham © 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Perec Brom Farmer Worcester 
om yard, 


JOURNAL. _ 


_ THE {SOLICITORS 


wes ae {March 9 18957 : 











aie Tuomas, Leicester, Sais Seieahabenn Leicester 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
Barrett, Avseat, Halifax, Halifax Pet Feb 28 
Brotrter honsne, Warrron, Shigdham, Drag. Dose 
ECKETT, BERT HITTON, 
Norwich Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 
Berry, Cuaruns, East! Eastbourne 
Bi aes y ae yh | © Newington, Build: Edmonton 
wagon HARLES, er 
Pet Dec4 Ord Feb 28 
Catvert, Joun Tare, , me Pawnbroker Leeds Pet 
Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 


CampPBELL. i= » eho Newcastle on 
Tyne itera 2 Ond March 
Guanes Pi, Kettering, Docoates Northampton Pet 


Ord Feb 26 
Coox, Havzs Marierox, Eastbourne Eastbourne Pet 
Feb 14 Ord March 2 
Davies, Witi1am, Craven Arms, Tailor Leominster Pet 
March 2 Ord March 2 
—~ a, oe, Soe a Ironmonger Birkenhead Pet 
Pex, bes Northampton, Ca Gostegs Builder North- 
py ag Bourton on the Woter, Ostler Chelten- 
ham Pet March 1 March 1 


Ord 
Green, SYDNEY Seaare, Vouk st, Eq High Court Pet 
Dec 28 Ord Feb 28 


Hitirer, Atresp Nicnouis, Southam row, Watch 
Importer Court Pet Feb 26 Ord March 3 
oe Sy ee Swansea poe Pet Feb 28 Ord 

feb 28 
Jounsoy, Henny, Knaresborough, Innkeeper York Pet 
Feb28 Ord March 1 : 
Manufacturer 


Lewis, Hvuen, Merth 
yr 
Derby Pet Feb 27 


Li 8 aa HE 
LOYD, SAMUEL A 
Ord Feb 27° 
Micver, Fraxx Wi..1am, Bloxwich, Ironmonger Walsall 
u Pet + 7 Feb 27 rd, r 
INIFI HomMas, Stablefo: Salop, Farmer Madeley 
Pet Feb 12 Ord March 1 


Morea, telly Pentonville, - Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Dec29 Ord Feb 


Pangset, Anstany Farmer Tatiee Pet Feb 21 Ord 


Twrxixc, Cloudesley sq 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 25 


Rappsgy, Epwarp, Plymouth, Blacksmith Plymouth Pet 
March 1_ Ord March 1 

Rezs, Joux Tuomas, Aberkenfig, Grocer Cardiff Pet Feb 
26 Ord Feb 27 

Reyno.ips, Gzorez, Worcester, Carpenter Worcester Pet 
March 1 Ord March 1 

Sacar, Bexsamin, Heaton Moor, Cloth Agent Manchester 
Pet Feb 9 Ord March 1 

Suzarer, Hues, Gt Georgest High Court Pet Nov 26 


Ord Feb 25 
Tzxce, Tuomas, Willenhall, Fruit Dealer Wolverhampton 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 28 
Trickett, Evizasetu, Stoney Middleton, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Derby Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
Vinrus, Janz, Bridgend Cardiff Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
Wem, > sae, ie 4 st, Newsagent High Court Pet Jan 
Watson, Wi Winnie H : Manufacturer 
Feb a Ord March as 


Pet 
Wen, Jou, otc Bet Feb pf Keeper Wolver- 


Pet Feb 12 pond Feb 23 
West, Cuantes Aurrep, Sawtry, Blacksmith Peter- 
w omen pate Ord March 1 1 
‘oop, Joun James, Elmsted Canterbury 
Mar2 Ord Mar 2 ‘ 
Woop, Joszrn, Homerton, Grocer High Court Pet Feb 
Ww be a ob Porth, Clothier Pontypridd 
1LLIaMs, James Henny 
“Pet March 1 Ord Marchi 


Pet M 
Waicut, Tuomas, Tattenhall, Painter Chester Pet Mar 
1 Ord Mar 1 


Tydfil, Flannel 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 28 
Ropemaker 


e 
Parry, Aurrep, and CaRLis.z 
Wine Merchants High Court Pet 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
March 12.—Mesers. Daiven & Co., at the Mart, E.C., at2 
o’clock, a Freehold Residential Estate (see advertise- 
ment, Feb. 23, p.4; this week, p. 4). 
March 13.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Caanriztp, on the 


ees, 105, Elgin-avenue, Maida Vale, at 12 o’clock, 
—_— and Effects (see advertisement, March 2, 
p- ; 


SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1890 


oe xs tits 
days have been for 
to be held at the Auction Mart, 
Bank of England, 

















July 26 
Thurs., Aug. 1 
Thurs., Aug. 15 











Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica» . 


tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 





AUCTION SALES. : 
ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS = 
take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include _ 


Compensation i 
54, Borough High-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, We. 





READWELL & WRIGHT, of =! era 


court, Temple, W.0., Legal end Genesal 
Writers, a as 








PRACTISING LAND AGENT, a7 
fo Farming , and Land 


TREADWELL in le 5 Typewnitien Transor 
and General at 
Ging eBiparpenstatnoss Ciara 
ho has 
A sven Year Paci! experisnoe 8 North =a 
about torent gs Secliguines on is 
there.—T. Fs yeare of Soom. Keary & 


£30,000 “ANERB ze Sas 
Pease Sa Sel Sr a7 rire Xe. shee 


36 LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS. — Offic 
§ and Residential Chambers to Let, at rents 
ing form £30 to £70 per annum.—Apply, Cassis, 
Roscoe, & Co. ‘ 


BARRISTER (W: 

Coaches for the that for wh calle’ Ry X. a 

Examinations, he Examines.— 

Address, Counsz1, x 7x t Leadenhalle 
street, London. 


THE PROVIDENT CLERKS’ & GENERAL GUARANTEE. 
ASSOCIATION, LIMITED. : 
CAPITAL £100,000. 














61, Coleman-street, E.C. 








All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

March | Where difficulty ts experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes - Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, im wrapper, 
266. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtcrrors’ Jovrnwat, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bownd 
at ‘the ofico—cloth, 2s. 9d., half we 
5s. 6d. - 








EDE AND SON, 


BOBBS FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND panawerensé 4 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Tc 
Garis, and and Olerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Go 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


%, CHANCERY LANE, 





et 
~ 






we 
. 





















